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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
2012

TESTIMONY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND OTHER
INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

Mr. SIMPSON. Good morning, and welcome to the committee
members.

The Ranking Member is stuck in traffic, which is not unusual in
this area, and will be a little late in coming in. Other members
during the day will be in and out, that kind of stuff, but welcome
to the first of two days of public witness hearings. Over the next
two mornings, the subcommittee will hear from a cross-section of
individuals representing a wide variety of issues addressed by this
subcommittee.

Each witness will be provided with five minutes to present their
testimony. We have actually got the clock working today because
we have to get through all of these and so you will have an idea
of how much time you have. What it is, is the green light the first
four minutes, yellow light for the next minute and then red light
is at the end, and we have to keep testimony to that length of time
so that we can get through them because at about 12:00 we have
to be on the floor for the C.R. that will be coming up, and the rules
of the House are that we cannot be in committee when a bill from
our committee is on the floor. So we will have to adjourn by then.
They say that the first votes are going to be sometime shortly after
12:00. I was going to yield to Mr. Moran for any opening remarks
but he will enter those in the record.

Let me also say that your full testimony will be entered into the
record so I would ask you to respect the time and so forth, and as
I said, members will be coming in and stepping out as they have
other committee assignments and those types of things also. So
welcome to all of you.

Our first witness is the Hon. Glenn Thompson, Representative
from Pennsylvania’s 5th Congressional District.

Mr. Thompson, go ahead.

o))



THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, WATER MANAGEMENT

WITNESS

HON. GLENN THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, Chairman, it is great to be with you this
morning. Thanks for the opportunity just to weigh in briefly on
some issues that I think are very important for consideration.

I represent, as you said, Pennsylvania 5th District, a very rural
district, 22 percent of the land mass of Pennsylvania, a lot of nat-
ural resources, a lot of energy. We are real proud that 151 years
ago Col. Drake sunk a well 37 feet, drilled oil commercially for the
first time anywhere in the world, changed the world.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thirty-seven feet?

Mr. THOMPSON. Thirty-seven feet with a wooden bit.

And we have a lot of those natural resources—coal, oil, natural
gas, timber, timber harvesting—and a long history in the 5th Dis-
trict and certainly continue to be an economic engine for the region.

Today, Pennsylvania has returned to our energy roots with newly
realized Marcellus Shale natural gas play, and this region has al-
ready produced enormous economic benefits in my region, which
has struggled tremendously to create jobs and to maintain popu-
lation over the past decades. This development is not a short-term
economic boom. To the contrary, the prosperity Marcellus has cre-
ated will continue for generations. We have the Utica Shale under
the Marcellus, another play. Upwards of 80,000 jobs have already
been created in Pennsylvania as a direct result of the Marcellus
Shale, and Pennsylvania estimates an additional $600 million in
tax revenues alone this year. This increase in revenue will also of
course increase in time, and although the production of the
Marcellus is still in its infancy, it is already providing 10 percent
of the entire Northeast natural gas supplies.

The supplies generated from the domestic production has led to
decreased commodity pricing while foreign petroleum prices con-
tinue to rise due to political turmoil in foreign lands.

Now, natural gas, bear in mind, is not a world market, which
means that we in the United States can control its price through
simply supply and demand. It has been estimated the Marcellus
output will greatly increase in coming decades, making this cleaner
fuel source more affordable to our Nation’s families and industries.

While somebody suggested the industry requires new regulatory
oversight from Congress or the EPA in particular, the fact remains
that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has done a remarkable
job regulating Marcellus activities through the Pennsylvania De-
partment of Environmental Protection. We have some of the tough-
est environmental laws in the country, and I fully support regula-
tion of this industry by the Pennsylvania Department of Environ-
mental Protection.

This subcommittee plays an important role in my district and
many areas like it around the country. Therefore, I want to make
the subcommittee aware of my priorities and the great needs of my
district during these difficult financial times.
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Specifically, with the U.S. Forest Service, Allegheny National
Forest, just down the road from Col. Drake’s well is the Allegheny
National Forest, or ANF for short. This forest nurtures the finest,
most valuable hardwoods in the world, and the ANF in particular
is known for its cherry. The ANF indeed is a special forest with a
unique history intertwined with production of oil and natural gas
and timber. It actually was an oil field before it became a national
forest 87 years ago. Pump jacks are a part of its scenery.

When the forest was created in 1923, mineral estates were sev-
ered from the Forest Service ownership of the surface, and this was
done with the clear intention to allow timber and oil production to
continue and allow for the Forest Service to oversee managed sus-
tainable timber harvesting. Now, consequently, 93 percent of the
subsurface mineral rights are still owned by the private sector,
which drives the local labor market and economy. I found it frus-
trating to watch as the ANF struggled to perform critical functions
as their budget was continually reduced as a result of Western
wildfires. The FLAME Fund has been crucial in providing insula-
tion to the budgets of our national forest, and I applaud the sub-
committee for their input in the creation of the fund and support
through appropriations. I can say that the fund appears to be a
success because forests such as the Allegheny Forest have not been
experiencing the historical difficulties wildfires have caused in the
past financially.

Perhaps the greatest challenge to the Forest Service continues to
be unnecessary litigation that continues to hamstring the Forest
Service from carrying out its basic duties. Without a doubt, we all
have a duty to ensure the Forest Service is adequately performing
and the legal avenue for the public to address any malfeasance
must be intact. However, I strongly believe there are some outside
the service as well as within who are intentionally abusing the sys-
tem based on a radical environmental ideology. These legal battles
often create inefficiencies and are a drain on the service’s budget,
staff and resources.

Now, how can the Forest Service or any government agency, for
that matter, do its basic job when they are incessantly involved
with frivolous lawsuits? As the chairman of the House Agriculture
Subcommittee on Conservation, Energy, and Forestry, I believe
that there is an imperative to address these issues and respectfully
request your partnership to make necessary improvements.

Forest Service research stations—in addition to providing a sub-
stantial source of timber, another pillar of the Forest Service mis-
sion is to maintain forest health. Part of maintaining healthy for-
ests is research and subsequent application. Pennsylvania and
many other states have suffered devastating effects as a result of
invasive species such as the gypsy moth and the emerald ash bore.
I brought some along. I wish I would have brought you along one
of the nice baseball bats we make with that ash too. This is the
season to use those.

Given the devastation that has occurred in the large regions of
the country, it is critical that we continue research to establish best
practices and means of combating these species in order to prevent
further destruction of our forests.
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Fish and Wildlife Service—the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
been performing excellent research in order to assist with the res-
toration of fish populations around the country. They made great
strides in the Northeast, particularly with the Atlantic salmon,
which has been devastated in recent decades, and certainly there
is a research facility in Pennsylvania that is doing incredible work
with salmon species as well as advanced research in fish genetics
and migration patterns. And I certainly respectfully request level
funding in fish and wildlife, particularly for fish-related research.

And the final area has to do with Payments In Lieu of Taxes and
Secure Rural Schools. Four of the 17 counties in the Pennsylvania
5th District are within the boundaries of the Allegheny National
Forest. The Payments In Lieu of Tax program is essential in this
region because there is little or no tax base, which means little or
no tax revenue for these forested counties. PILT is a major source
of funding for services such as the police force, firefighters, road
construction. Similarly, Secure Rural Schools programs ensure that
children who reside in these forest counties receive adequate edu-
cation and therefore I respectfully request full funding for both
PILT and Secure Rural Schools.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify before the com-
mittee and I am hopeful that as we move forward that the sub-
committee will recognize the balance between fiscal responsibility
and continuing our federal commitments to our national forests
and citizens residing in forested counties, and I would certainly be
happy to answer any questions you have. I appreciate it, Chair-
man. Thanks.

[The statement of Glenn Thompson follows:]
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Congressman Glenn ‘GT’ Thompson {PA-05)

Testimony before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on the Interior, Environment, and
Related Agencies — April 14, 2011

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, thank you for the opportunity to testify before the
Subcommittee today. | am Congressman GT Thompson of Pennsylvania’s Fifth Congressional
District.

Representing one of the most rural districts east of the Mississippi River presents many
challenges, as well as opportunities. My Congressional district makes up about 22% of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which is an area about 3,000 square miles larger than the
state of New Jersey.

Natural resources, including coal, oil, natural gas, and timber harvesting, have had a long
history in the fifth district and continue to be major economic engines throughout the region.
in fact, the petroleum industry started in Titusville, when Colonel Edwin Drake drilled the
world’s first commercially successful oil well in 1859. This breakthrough, of course, was a major
discovery that was a major driver of the American Industrial Revolution during the latter half of
the 19™ Century. This discovery not only shaped America’s place in the world, but also has had
a profound effect on world history.

Today, Pennsylvania has returned to our energy roots with the newly realized Marcellus Shale
natural gas play. This resource has already produced enormous economic benefits in my
region, which has struggled tremendously to create jobs and maintain population over the past
several decades. This development is not a short term economic boon. To the contrary, the
prosperity Marcellus has created will continue for generations. Upwards of 80,000 jobs have
already been created in Pennsylvania as a direct result of the Marcellus and the Commonwealth
has estimated an additional $600 million in tax revenues this year alone. This increase in
revenue will also of course only increase in time. Although production in the Marceljus is still in
its infancy, it is already providing about 10% of the entire northeast’s natural gas supplies. The
surplus generated from this domestic production has lead to decreased commodity pricing,
while foreign petroleum prices continue to rise due to political turmoil in foreign lands. It has
been estimated that Marcellus output will greatly increase in the coming decades, making this
cleaner fuel source more affordable for our nation’s families and industries.

While some may suggest the industry requires regulatory oversight from the Congress or the
EPA, the fact remains that the Commonwealth has done a remarkable job regulating Marcelius
activities through the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. We have some of
the toughest environmental laws in the country and | fully support regulation of this industry
by the Pennsylvania DEP.
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This Subcommittee plays an important role in my district and many areas like it around the
country. Therefore, | wanted to make the Subcommittee aware of my priorities and the great
needs of my district during these difficult financial times.

US Forest Service/Allegheny National Forest

Just down the road from Colonel Drake’s well is the Allegheny National Forest — or the ANF for
short. This forest, nurtures the finest and most valuable hardwoods in the world. The ANF s
particularly known for cherry. The ANF is indeed a special forest, with a unique history
intertwined with production of oil, natural gas and timber. When the forest was created in
1923, mineral estates were severed from the Forest Service’s ownership of the surface. This
was done with the clear intention to allow timber and oil production to continue; and allow for
the Forest Service to oversee and manage sustainable timber harvesting. Consequently, 93% of
the subsurface mineral rights are still owned by the private sector, which drives the local labor
market and economy.

1 find it frustrating to watch as the ANF struggles to perform critical functions as their budget
has been continually reduced as a result of western wildfires. The FLAME fund has been crucial
in providing insulation to the budgets’ of our national forests, and | applaud the Subcommittee
for their input into the creation of the fund and support through appropriations. | can say that
the fund appears to be a success, because forests such as the Allegheny have not been
experiencing the historical difficulties wildfires have caused in the past.

Perhaps the greatest challenge to the Forest Service continues to be unnecessary litigation that
continually hamstrings the Forest Service from carrying out its most basic duties. Without a
doubt, we all have a duty to ensure the Forest Service is adequately performing and the legal
avenue for the public to address any malfeasance must be intact. However, | strongly believe
there are some outside the Service, as well as within, who are intentionally abusing the

system based on a radical environmental ideology. These legal battles often create
inefficiencies and are a drain on the Service’s budget, staff and resources. How can the Forest
Service — or any government agency for that matter — do its basic jobs when they are
incessantly involved with frivolous lawsuits? As the Chairman of the House

Agriculture Subcommittee on Conservation, Energy and Forestry, | believe there is an
imperative to address these issues and respectfully request your partnership to make necessary
improvements.

Forest Service Research Stations

tn addition to providing a sustainable source of timber, another pillar of the Forest Service’s
mission is to maintain forest health. Part of maintaining healthy forests is research and its
subsequent application. Pennsylvania and many other states have suffered devastating effects
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as a result of invasive species such as the Gypsy Moth and the Emerald Ash Borer. Given the
devastation that has occurred in farge regions of the country, it is imperative that we continue
research and to establish best practices and means of combating these species in order to
prevent further destruction of our forests.

The Forest Service operates two excellent research stations in Pennsylvania. One is located in
the fifth district and the other is located in the south east portion of Pennsylvania, in Chester
County. With some of the other increases to the Forest Service’s budget ~ particularly the
Legacy program — it makes little sense to reduce the operations of these stations because of the
valuable scientific information they provide, which in turn is critical to keep our national forests
healthy. Therefore, it is vital that these stations receive level funding for Fiscal Year 2012 in
order to perform this basic function of the Service’s mission. This is specifically important with
regard to the Forest Inventory & Analysis National Program because of their efforts to stop the
spread of the Emerald Ash Borer.-

Fish & Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service has been performing excellent research in order to assist with
the restoration of fish populations around the country. They have made great strides in the
Northeast, particularly with the Atlantic Salmon, which has been devastated in recent decades.
There is a research facility in Pennsylvania that is doing incredible work with this salmon
species, as well as advanced research in fish genetics and migration patterns. Given the
importance of this extensive ecological work, | respectfully request level funding for the Fish &
Wildlife Service, particularly for fish related research.

PILT/ Secure Rural Schools

Four of the 17 counties in Pennsylvania’s Fifth District are within the boundaries of the
Allegheny National Forest. The Payments in Lieu of Taxes Program is essential in this region
because there is little to no tax base, which means little to no tax revenue for these forested
counties. PILT is the major source of funding for services such as the police force, firefighters,
and road construction. Similarly, the Secure Rural Schools program ensures that children
residing in these forested counties receive adequate education. Therefore, | respectfully
request full funding for both PILT and Secure Rural Schools.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee. | am hopeful as we move
forward that the Subcommittee will recognize the balance between fiscal responsibility and
continuing our federal commitments to our National Forests and citizens residing in forested
counties. I'd be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Thanks for your testimony. We appre-
ciate you being here today. Some of us in the West always think
that all the rural areas are in the West, but it is a learning experi-
ence for us that Pennsylvania and New York actually and other
places have some very rural areas and issues that are of concern
ind similar to those of us in the West, so I appreciate you being

ere.

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, I am a proud member of the Western Cau-
cus.

Mr. SiMPSON. And I appreciate it. Thank you.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thanks, Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet.

Next is Gregory Conrad, Executive Director of the Interstate
Mining Compact Commission. Welcome.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, WATER MANAGEMENT

WITNESS

GREGORY CONRAD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, INTERSTATE MINING
COMPACT COMMISSION

Mr. CONRAD. Good morning. My name is Greg Conrad and I
serve as Executive Director of the Interstate Mining Commission,
which is a multi-state governmental organization representing the
natural resource and environmental protection interests of our 24
member states who regulate the mining industry and reclaim aban-
doned mine lands. I am also appearing today on behalf of the Na-
tional Association of Abandoned Mine Land Programs, which con-
sists of 30 states and tribes that do the AML work.

Mr. Chairman, these are tough states for state and federal budg-
ets, and we realize the deficit reduction and spending cuts are the
order of the day. As a result, some hard choices need to be made
about how we spend limited dollars in an efficient and effective
way. The environmental protection associated with mining oper-
ations is no exception. While we might want to run Cadillac pro-
grams that accomplish all of our goals and objectives, prioritization
is the watchword of the day and we have to be mindful of every
dollar that is expended on behalf of our citizenry.

One of the tough choices that has to be made with respect to pro-
grams under the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act is
who will take the lead in implementing the act’s requirements.
Once we agree upon that, it is then incumbent upon both state and
federal governments to prioritize funding decisions to support the
lead agencies.

Congress created a state primacy approach under SMCRA where-
by state governments were vested with exclusive regulatory author-
ity to operate programs for both active mining operations and AML
restoration following approval of those programs by the Federal
Government. The act also provides for grants to states that meet
50 percent of their program operations under Title V and 100 per-
cent under Title IV for AML.

Once again in fiscal year 2012, we are faced with a decision
about the extent to which the Federal Government will support
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these funding commitments under SMCRA and the state lead con-
cept for program implementation. OSM’s budget proposes to move
us away from those commitments and concepts. The Administra-
tion would have us believe that the Federal Government is in a
better position to decide how these state programs should be run
and that the states should do so with less money and more over-
sight. At the very same time, additional mandates and program re-
quirements are being placed on the states through new rules, direc-
tives, guidelines and agreements among federal agencies. In this
regard, I would like to submit for the record a resolution con-
cerning state primacy adopted by IMCC at its annual meeting last
week.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet.

Mr. CONRAD. Something has to give, Mr. Chairman. Either we
agree to support the states as envisioned by SMCRA or we change
the rules of the game. Undercutting the states through unrealistic
funding restrictions that jeopardize the efficacy of state programs
is no way to run a ship. States are struggling to match federal dol-
lars and signals from the Federal Government that it is wavering
in its support concerning both dollars and confidence in the states’
ability to run effective regulatory and AML programs will do little
to build trust. This is not the time to reverse the course that Con-
gress has set for its support of state programs over the past few
years. And in that regard, we are particularly encouraged and ap-
preciative of the recent decisions to support state programs in the
fiscal year 2011 C.R.

For 2012, we urge the subcommittee to reject OSM’s proposed cut
of $11 million for state Title V grants and restore the grant level
funding to $71 million as supported by our funding request. We
also request that the subcommittee instruct OSM to pursue any
cost recovery proposal with the states before utilizing it as a mech-
anism to offset cuts to state grant funding in its budget. OSM’s
proposal is completely out of touch with the realities associated
with establishing or enhancing user fees. Based on a recent polling
of my member states, we found that it would be difficult, if not im-
possible, for most states to accomplish this feat at all, much less
in one fiscal year.

With respect to the AML program, we face a more extreme situa-
tion. OSM is proposing to terminate the AML emergency program,
eliminate funding to certified states and tribes, and completely
overhaul the mechanism for distributing AML grants to the rest of
the states. In doing so, OSM will totally upend the work that Con-
gress accomplished just five years when it redesigned and reau-
thorized Title IV of SMCRA. That Congressional action was the re-
sult of over 10 years of effort toward developing a compromise that
met the original intent of SMCRA and the needs of the affected
parties. I would like to submit for the record a list of questions re-
garding this legislative proposal by OSM in their budget, which we
believe must be answered before moving forward.

The AML program has been one of the key successes of SMCRA,
and based on Congressional action in 2006, it is well positioned to
remain so into the future. We therefore urge the subcommittee to
once again reject the Administration’s proposals to undermine this
vital program and to fully fund state and tribal programs and the
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emergency program. And in this regard, I would like to submit for
the record two resolutions adopted by IMCC and the National As-
sociation of Abandoned Mine Land Programs along with a written
statement from the association.

Thanks for the opportunity to present our testimony.

[The statement of Gregory Conrad follows:]
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Statement of Gregory E. Conrad, Executive Director, Interstate Mining Compact

Commission re the FY 2012 Proposed Budget for the Office of Surface Mining before the
House Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee

My name is Gregory E. Conrad and 1 am Executive Director of the Interstate Mining
Compact Commission (IMCC). 1appreciate the opportunity to present this statement to the
Subcommittee regarding the views of the Compact’s member states on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2012
Budget Request for the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM) within
the U.S. Department of the Interior. In its proposed budget, OSM is requesting $60.3 million to
fund Title V grants to states and Indian tribes for the implementation of their regulatory
programs, a reduction of $11 million or 15% below the FY 2010 enacted/FY 2011 CR level.
OSM also proposes to cut discretionary spending for the Title IV abandoned mine land (AML)
program by approximately $6.8 million, including the elimination of funding for the emergency
program, and a reduction in mandatory AML spending by $184 million pursuant to a legislative
proposal to eliminate all AML funding for certified states and tribes.

The Compact is comprised of 24 states that together produce some 95% of the Nation’s
coal, as well as important noncoal minerals. The Compact’s purposes are to advance the
protection and restoration of land, water and other resources affected by mining through the
encouragement of programs in each of the party states that will achieve comparable results in
protecting, conserving and improving the usefulness of natural resources, and to assist in
achieving and maintaining an efficient, productive and economically viable mining industry.

OSM has projected an amount of $60.3 million for Title V grants to states and tribes in
FY 2012, an amount which is matched by the states each year. These grants support the
implementation of state and tribal regulatory programs under the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act (SMCRA) and as such are essential to the full and effective operation of those
programs.

In Fiscal Year 2010, Congress approved an additional $5.8 million increase for state Title
V grants over the FY 2009 enacted level, for a total of $71.3 million. This same amount was
approved for FY 2011. For the first time in many years, the amount appropriated for these
regulatory grants aligned with the demonstrated needs of the states and tribes. The states are
greatly encouraged by the significant increases in Title V funding approved by Congress over the
past three fiscal years. Even with mandated rescissions and the allocations for tribal primacy
programs, the states saw a $12 million increase for our regulatory programs over FY 2007 levels.
As we noted in our statement on last year’s budget, state Title V grants had been stagnant for
over 12 years and the gap between the states’ requests and what they received was widening.
This debilitating trend was compounding the problems caused by inflation and uncontroliable
costs, thus undermining our efforts to realize needed program improvements and enhancements
and jeopardizing our efforts to minimize the potential adverse impacts of coal extraction
operations on people and the environment.

In its FY 2012 budget, OSM has once again attempted to reverse course and essentially
unravel and undermine the progress made by Congress in supporting state programs with
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adequate funding. This comes at precisely the wrong time. The states are still in the process of
putting the recent improvements in funding to work in their programs through the filling of
vacant positions and the purchase of much needed equipment. As states prepare their future
budgets, we trust that the recent increases approved by Congress will remain the new base on
which we build our programs. Otherwise we find ourselves backpedaling and creating a situation
where those who were just hired face layoffs and purchases are canceled or delayed.

Furthermore, a clear message from Congress that reliable, consistent funding will continue into
the future will do much to stimulate support for these programs by state legislatures and budget
officers who each year, in the face of difficult fiscal climates and constraints, are also dealing
with the challenge of matching federal grant dollars with state funds. In this regard, it should be
kept in mind that a 15% cut in federal funding generally translates to an additional 15% cut for
overall program funding for many states, especially those without federal lands, since these states
can only match what they receive in federal money.

OSM’s solution to the drastic cuts for state regulatory programs comes in the way of an
unrealistic assumption that the states can simply increase user fees in an effort to “eliminate a de
facto subsidy of the coal industry.” No specifics on how the states are to accomplish this far-
reaching proposal are set forth, other than an expectation that they will do so in the course of a
single fiscal year. OSM’s proposal is completely out of touch with the realities associated with
establishing or enhancing user fees, especially given the need for approvals by state legislatures.
IMCC’s recent polling of its member states confirmed that, given the current fiscal and political
implications of such an initiative, it will be difficult, if not impossible, for most states to
accomplish this feat at all, let alone in less than one year. OSM is well aware of this, and yet has
every intention of aggressively moving forward with a proposal that was poorly conceived from
its inception. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to reject this approach and mandate that OSM
work through the complexities associated with any future user fees proposal in close cooperation
with the states and tribes before proposing cuts to federal funding for state Title V grants.

At the same time that OSM is proposing significant cuts for state programs, the agency is
proposing sizeable increases for its own program operations ($4 million) for federal oversight of
state programs, including an increase of 25 FTEs. OSM justifies this increase based on its “new
strategic direction”, i.e. expanded and enhanced oversight of state regulatory programs and
strengthened stream protections to maintain the hydrologic balance of watersheds pursuant to the
June 2009 Memorandum of Understanding with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. However, as we have articulated on numerous occasions over
the past 18 months in comments submitted to the agency, OSM has never fully explained or
justified the basis for these new directions. In fact, OSM’s annual oversight reports indicate that,
in general, the states are doing a commendabie job of implementing their programs.

In making the case for its funding increase, OSM’s budget justification document
contains vague references to the need for improvement in approximate original contour (AOC)
compliance and reevaluation of bonding procedures in 10 states with respect to bond adequacy.
OSM also notes a marked increase in the number of potential violations pursuant to enhanced
federal oversight inspections during FY 2010. However, when placed in context, neither of these
two explanations justifies the significant increase in funding for federal operations. Increasing
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the number of federal inspections can logically be expected to generate more Ten-Day Notices,
especially where state regulatory authorities are not invited to accompany federal inspectors (as
required by OSM’s own regulations). The oversight process can also be expected to identify
areas of potential program improvement, especially where OSM has designated certain areas for
more intensive, nationwide review, as it did in FY 2010 with regard to AOC and bond adequacy.
Again, the overall performance of the states as detailed in OSM’s annual oversight reports
demonstrates that the states are implementing their programs effectively and in accordance with
the purposes and objectives of SMCRA.1

In our view, this suggests that OSM is adequately accomplishing its statutory oversight
obligations with current federal program funding, and that any increased workloads are likely to
fall upon the states, which have primary responsibility for implementing appropriate adjustments
to their programs identified during federal oversight. In this regard, we note that the federal
courts have made it abundantly clear that SMCRA’s allocation of exclusive jurisdiction was
“careful and deliberate” and that Congress provided for “mutually exclusive regulation by either
the Secretary or state, but not both.” Bragg v. West Virginia Coal Ass'n, 248 F. 3d 275, 293-4
(4" Cir. 2001), cert. Denied, 534 U.S. 1113 (2002). While the courts have ruled consistently on
this matter, the question remains for Congress and the Administration to determine, in light of
deficit reduction and spending cuts, how the limited amount of federal funding for the regulation
of surface coal mining and reclamation operations under SMCRA will be directed — to OSM or
the states. For all the above reasons, we urge Congress to approve not less than $71 million for
state and tribal Title V regulatory grants, as fully documented in the states’ and tribes’ estimates
for actual program operating costs.

With regard to funding for state Title IV Abandoned Mine Land (AML) program grants,
Congressional action in 2006 to reauthorize Title IV of SMCRA has significantly changed the
method by which state reclamation grants are funded. Beginning with FY 2008, state Title IV
grants are funded primarily by mandatory appropriations. As a result, the states should have
received a total of $498 million in FY 2012. Instead, OSM has budgeted an amount of $313.8
million based on an ill-conceived proposal to eliminate mandatory AML funding to states and
tribes that have been certified as completing their abandoned coal reclamation programs. This
$184.2 million reduction flies in the face of the comprehensive restructuring of the AML
program that was passed by Congress in 2006, following over 10 years of Congressional debate
and hard fought compromise among the affected parties. In addition to the elimination of
funding for certified states and tribes, OSM is also proposing to reform the distribution process
for the remaining reclamation funding to allocate available resources to the highest priority coal

1 While not alluded to or fully addressed in OSM’s budget justification document, there are myriad statutory, policy
and legal issues associated with several aspects of the agency’s enhanced oversight initiative, especially three
recently adopted directives on annual oversight procedures (REG-8), corrective actions (REG-23) and Ten-Day
Notices (INE-35). IMCC submitted extensive comments regarding the issues associated with these directives and
related oversight actions (including federal inspections) on January 19, 2010, July 8, 2010 and January 7, 2011.
*We are particularly concerned about recent OSM initiatives, primarily by policy directive, to duplicate and/or
second-guess state permitting decisions through the reflexive use of “Ten-Day Notices” as part of increased federal
oversight or through federal responses to citizen complaints. Aside from the impact on limited state and federal
resources, these actions undermine the principles of primacy that underscore SMCRA and are likely to have
debilitating impacts on the state-federal partnership envisioned by the Act.

23-
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AML sites through a competitive grant program, whereby an Advisory Council will review and
rank AML sites each year. While we have not seen the details of the proposal, which will require
adjustments to SMCRA, it will clearly undermine the delicate balance of interests and objectives
achieved by the 2006 amendments. It is also inconsistent with many of the goals and objectives
articulated by the Administration concerning both jobs and environmental protection, particularly
stream quality. We urge the Congress to reject this unjustified proposal, delete it from the budget
and restore the full mandatory funding amount of $498 million. In this regard, we endorse the
testimony of the National Association of Abandoned Mine Land Programs (NAAMLP), which
goes into greater detail regarding the implications of OSM’s legislative proposal for the states.

We also urge Congress to approve continued funding for the AML emergency program.
In a continuing effort to ignore congressional direction, OSM’s budget would completely
eliminate funding for state-run emergency programs and also for federal emergency projects (in
those states that do not administer their own emergency programs). When combined with the
great uncertainty about the availability of remaining carryover funds, it appears that the program
has been decimated. Funding the OSM emergency program should be a top priority for OSM’s
discretionary spending. This funding has allowed the states and OSM to address the
unanticipated AML emergencies that inevitably occur each year. In states that have federally-
operated emergency programs, the state AML programs are not structured or staffed to move
quickly to address these dangers and safeguard the coalfield citizens whose lives and property are
threatened by these unforeseen and often debilitating events. And for minimum program states,
emergency funding is critical to preserve the limited resources available to them under the
current funding formula. We therefore request that Congress restore funding for the AML
emergency program in OSM’s FY 2012 budget.

One of the more effective mechanisms for accomplishing AML restoration work is
through leveraging or matching other grant programs, such as EPA’s 319 program. Until FY
2009, language was always included in OSM’s appropriation that encouraged the use of these
types of matching funds, particularly for the purpose of environmental restoration related to
treatment or abatement of acid mind drainage (AMD) from abandoned mines. Thisisa
perennial, and often expensive, problem, especially in Appalachia. IMCC therefore requests the
Committee to once again include language in the FY 2012 appropriations bill that would allow
the use of AML funds for any required non-Federal share of the cost of projects by the Federal
government for AMD treatment or abatement.

We also urge the Committee to support funding for OSM’s training program, including
moneys for state travel. These programs are central to the effective implementation of state
regulatory programs as they provide necessary training and continuing education for state agency
personnel. In this regard, it should be noted that the states provide nearly half of the instructors
for OSM’s training course and, through IMCC, sponsor and staff benchmarking workshops on
key regulatory program topics. IMCC also urges the Committee to support funding for TIPS, a
program that directly benefits the states by providing critical technical assistance. Finally, we
support funding for the Watershed Cooperative Agreements in the amount of $1.55 million.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, and those submissions that you re-
quested will be taken. We appreciate it. You bring up a real chal-
lenge that we face not just in this budget but across the govern-
ment in those areas where a lot of the states do programs at the
direction of the Federal Government and when you start reducing
funding, it affects the state programs and so we kind of pass those
problems on to the states, but it is a real issue, like I say, not only
through Interior but throughout the budget, and it is one of those
challenges we are going to have as we write the 2012 budget.

Mr. CoNrAD. We appreciate your support.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. We appreciate it.

Next we have Tom Troxel, the Executive Director of the Inter-
mountain Forest Association.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, WATER MANAGEMENT

WITNESS

TOM TROXEL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, INTERMOUNTAIN FOREST AS-
SOCIATION

Mr. TROXEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Tom Troxel.
I am from Rapid City, South Dakota, and I am testifying today on
behalf of the Federal Forest Resource Coalition.

We have a crisis in our national forests. Between 60 and 80 mil-
lion acres of national forest are classified at risk for a catastrophic
wildfire. In addition, bark beetles have killed or damaged 40 mil-
lion acres of western forest over the last 13 years and the Forest
Service expects those epidemics to continue for another five to 10
years. The underlying reason is that we are harvesting only 10 per-
cent of the annual growth on national forest timberlands, leaving
the forest more and more overstocked and more susceptible to fires
and insect epidemics.

Research has clearly demonstrated that mechanical thinning and
active forest management can reduce the size and severity of
wildfires and bark beetle epidemics. Forest products companies
provide the lowest cost and most effective tool for the Forest Serv-
ice to improve and maintain the health of our national forests.
There is a tremendous opportunity to increase proactive forest
management, improve the health and resiliency of our forest, re-
duce the potential for catastrophic and expensive fires and insect
epidemics, produce American wood products and put Americans
back to work. Many rural communities close to the national forest
have unemployment rates nearing 20 percent. Investing in the For-
est Service’s timber program is a very effective job creator, gener-
ating 16% jobs per million board feet harvested.

With the national emphasis on jobs and putting people back to
work, increased management and timber outputs would provide a
much-needed boost to rural America as well as improve the health
and resiliency of the national forest.

We have several recommendations. Our first recommendation is
that you reject the proposed Integrated Resource Restoration line
item. The IRR would inevitably reduce accountability for timber
outputs, cost and efficiency. Further, not all forests need restora-
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tion. But even where restoration makes sense, there is no compel-
ling reason to overhaul the Forest Service’s budget structure. We
recommend targets for each budget line item and an annual report
from the Forest Service to the Congress on their accomplishments.
We recommend increasing the fiscal 2012 program to 3 billion
board feet. This would help satisfy increased demand for national
forest timber, increase much-needed management of the national
forest plus provide thousands of additional jobs. We recommend re-
storing the proposed $79 million cut to the roads budget line item
and that you reject the proposal for no new road construction.

We urge the committee to authorize the HFRA administrative re-
view process for all national forest NEPA decisions as a means of
increasing their efficiency. We support the Forest Service’s recent
proposal for a pre-decisional objection process for forest plan deci-
sions and believe that Congress should follow suit for project NEPA
decisions.

We recommend restoring the proposed $9 million reduction for
hazardous fuels and that 50 percent of the hazardous fuels funds
be directed to non-WUI areas.

We urge you to provide adequate funding for the catastrophic
beetle epidemics for thinning out in front of the beetles and for tree
removal and fuels reduction where trees are already dead. The For-
est Service’s response to the epidemics has been underfunded and
mostly after the fact. And I brought you some mountain pine bee-
tles and I brought you some bumper stickers, what we think about
mountain pine beetles in the Black Hills of South Dakota.

We recommend full funding for the collaborative Forest Land-
scape Restoration Act program provided that the program is funded
with new money and with a separate budget line item.

Finally, considering the backlog of work on the national forest,
we recommend that the proposed funding for land purchases be re-
directed to forest management and improving the health of the na-
tional forest.

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate the opportunity to
proactively improve the health and resiliency of the national forest,
maintain critical forest industry infrastructure, produce American
wood products, create jobs and put people back to work.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to testify. I would be
happy to answer your questions.

[The statement of Tom Troxel follows:]
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FY 2012 President’s Budget Request for the U.S. Forest Service

by
Tom Troxel, Executive Director
Intermountain Forest Association
Rapid City, South Dakota

April 14, 2011

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. My name is Tom Troxel, and I
am Executive Director of the Intermountain Forest Association, located in Rapid City, SD. I am
testifying on behalf of the Federal Forest Resource Coalition, an informal coalition of forest
industry trade associations from across the United States, with regards to the U.S. Forest
Service’s forest management programs. A complete list of Coalition members is included with
this testimony.

The Federal Forest Resource Coalition supports management of the national forests to produce
clean water, enhance wildlife habitat, produce timber, support jobs and communities, and to
reduce the potential for catastrophic fires and insect epidemics. Collectively, our members
represent every segment of the forestry and wood products value chain, from loggers and
landowners to lumber, panel, pulp, and paper mills. The forest industry employs nearly 900,000
men and women, and ranks among the top 10 manufacturing sector employers in 47 states.
Lumber, panel, pulp, and paper mills are the economic hub of many rural counties and
communities, making the industry’s health critical to the economic vitality of those communities.

Many of our member companies rely on the national forests to provide a consistent and
sustainable timber supply. Forest products companies also provide the lowest cost and most
effective tool for the Forest Service to improve the health of our national forests. Increased
management and timber outputs would provide a much-needed economic boost to rural America,
as well as improve the health and speed restoration efforts on the national forests. In short, as the
Forest Service budget and timber outputs go, so go the health of the national forests, the forest
products companies, and many of America’s rural communities.

Integrated Resource Restoration

Our number one concern regarding the Forest Service’s FY 2012 Budget Request is the proposed
merger of several budget line items (Forest Products, Vegetation and Watershed Management,

1
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Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat, Legacy Roads and Trails, Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Act (CFLRA), and non-Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) Hazardous Fuels) into the
“Integrated Resource Restoration” (IRR) budget line item. IRR was first proposed in the FY
2011 President’s Budget. Even though the Forest Service made significant changes to the IRR in
the FY 2012 budget, adding targets and including non-WUI Hazardous Fuels, we believe that
implementation of the IRR would inevitably lead to a loss of commitment and accountability for
timber outputs, and, therefore, we must oppose the IRR concept.

Under the IRR concept, tracking and comparing timber program unit costs between various
Forest Service units would be virtually impossible. Further, it would be impossible to compare
timber program funding from one fiscal year to another.

Not all forest management is “restoration”, and very few of the forest plans, which were
developed at great cost of time and money, provide direction for forest “restoration”. We have
many underlying questions about how a national emphasis on “restoration” will affect timber
sale programs on national forests that do not need “restoration”, or how a national emphasis on
“restoration” would dovetail with the forest plans that do not contain “restoration” as a
management goal or objective. Frankly, we believe the Forest Service’s timber sale program
will continue to contribute toward the full spectrum of national forest management objectives,
including “restoration”, without an IRR budget line item. In those areas where “restoration” is a
necessary forest management objective, we do not believe the current budget structure presents
any obstacle to achieving that objective on the ground.

We recommend the Committee reject the proposed IRR budget structure outright. We also
recommend $40 million in new funding for the CFLRA program, as a separate budget line item,
a step we believe would lead to better accountability and oversight for program funding, costs,
and accomplishments. Finally, instead of a competitive process for the $80 million for ‘priority
watershed’ improvement projects, we recommend that the Forest Service simply emphasize
those projects in their direction for Vegetation and Watershed Management funds.

Timber Program Qutputs

We recommend timber outputs consistent with the national emphasis on job creation and
retention, forest management needs, industry infrastructure retention, and demand for national
forest timber. The current annual harvest from national forest timberlands is less than 10% of
annual forest growth and less than 50% of the cumulative Allowable Sales Quantity in the forest
plans. The proposed FY 2012 increase from 2.4 billion board feet (bbf) to 2.6 bbf is helpful, but
inadequate. Many of the rural communities close to the national forests have unemployment
rates nearing 20 percent. Investing in the Forest Service’s timber program is a very effective job
creator, generating 16.5 new direct and indirect jobs per million board feet of timber harvested,
nearly twice any other sector of the economy.
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We propose increasing the Forest Products funding by including the $77 million of non-WUI
hazardous fuels proposed for inclusion in the IRR. That would allow an increase in the FY 2012
target to 3.0 billion board feet, which would provide a much-needed boost to employment in
rural America, and increase needed management of our national forests. Increasing the FY 2012
Forest Products line item target from 2.4 bbf to 3.0 bbf would generate 9,900 new jobs.
Additional investments to increase timber harvests to 4.0 billion board feet would generate
another 16,500 new jobs.

Finally, we recommend that the Committee include targets for each budget line item, and require
an annual report from the Forest Service to the Congress on their annual accomplishments.

Roads

We are very concerned about the $79 million cut proposed to the Roads Budget Line Item in the
Capital Improvement and Maintenance Budget, and the statement (p 8-13) that “No [other than
4-6 miles on the Tongass NF] new roads are proposed for construction on NFS lands in FY
2012”. This blanket prohibition makes no sense from a policy or practical perspective. Some
new roads are a necessity, and the combined effect of the budget reduction and the policy
statement regarding “no new roads” would have a devastating effect on forest management and
fuels reduction projects. We urge the Committee to restore the $79 million cut to the Roads
Budget Line Item, and reject the notion of “no new road construction”.

Administrative Review

We urge the Committee to promote strategies to increase the Forest Service’s cost effectiveness.
One such strategy would be to authorize use of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA)
Administrative Review Process for all national forest NEPA decisions. The FY 2011 President’s
Budget contained a reference to a new “objection process”, presumably similar to the HFRA
Administrative Review Process, but that proposal has not been enacted. We support the Forest
Service’s recent proposal for a pre-decisional objection process for forest plan decisions, and we
urge the Committee to do the same for project NEPA decisions.

Hazardous Fuels

The Forest Service has proposed a $9 million reduction for the Hazardous Fuels line item.
Considering the heavy fuels buildup and fire risks that many of our national forests are facing,
funding for the Hazardous Fuels program is crucial. 60 to 80 million acres of national forests are
classified at risk for catastrophic wildfire. Research has shown that mechanical thinning and
active management of forests can lead to a 22 to 60% reduction in wildfires. We believe the
Forest Service has placed too high a priority on the Wildland Urban Interface (WUTI). While the
WUl is clearly important for the protection of property and lives, a higher percentage of the
Class I and Class 1II fire class forests are found outside of the WUL By employing mechanical
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treatment of the Class II and III lands, the Forest Service can take advantage of the value of
merchantable products to help offset the costs associated with reducing the fire risk. We
recommend that 50% of the Hazardous Fuels funds be directed to the non-WUI areas.

Western Bark Beetle Epidemics

According to page 16-7 of the Forest Service’s Budget Justification, bark beetles have killed or
damaged 41.7 million acres of western forests since 1997, with “unprecedented” environmental
and social impacts, and the epidemics are expected to continue another “five to ten years”. The
bark beetle epidemics threaten the health and stability of every forest program, every forest user,
forest products companies, and communities. The bark beetle epidemics are the inevitable result
of over-mature, even-aged forests that have not been adequately thinned or managed. Since the
epidemics began, the Forest Service’s response has been underfunded and, mostly, after the fact.
The FY 10 accomplishments (page 16-10), as well as the proposed FY 2012 funding (page 16-
11), are inadequate. We urge the Committee to recognize the catastrophic nature of the beetle
epidemics, to fund forest thinning to prevent additional beetle epidemics, and to fund tree
removal and fuels reduction where trees have already been killed.

Land Acquisition

Considering the budget issues facing our nation and the backlog of forest management needs on
the existing national forests lands, we recommend no funding for the Forest Service to purchase
additional lands and that the proposed funding for land purchases be redirected to addressing
forest management needs.

On behalf of the Federal Forest Resource Coalition, thank you for the opportunity to testify
today. I would be happy to answer any questions.
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Mr. SiMPsON. Thank you for being here today. So the pine bark
beetle epidemic has gotten worse as we have done less and less
thinning of the forest and less tree removal?

Mr. TROXEL. Yes, sir. It is continuing to span. The epicenter was
in Colorado and it is expanding from Colorado to Wyoming to
South Dakota to Montana and Idaho, and it just continues to ex-
pand.

Mr. SiMPsSON. It is a real problem, and when you get out in the
forest and you stand on top of a mountain and look around and
look at how vast some of these forests are, trying to address it is
a huge issue.

Mr. TROXEL. Yes, sir.

Mr. SiMPSON. And I look out there at we call, you know, the red
tree forest, and lightning comes through there and it is a tinderbox.

Mr. TROXEL. Right. We do not have nearly the options that we
would have had if we had done some management when the forests
were green but there are things we can and should be doing. All
of those dead trees and all the fuels pose a real risk of catastrophic
fires, and we ought to be doing everything we can now.

Mr. SiMPSON. I had a question for years with the Forest Service,
and I do not know, I am not a forester, but we put out 98 percent
of all fires that start. Fires are a natural part of the ecosystem, and
it makes you wonder if that builds up the fuel so much that when
you do have a fire that you do not put out, all of a sudden it is
a catastrophic fire. I think we need more active management of the
forest.

Mr. TROXEL. I agree with you, and active management, in a lot
of places we can do it with mechanical thinning. Some places in the
back country it makes sense to do with fire.

Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate it. Jeff, do you have anything?

Mr. FLAKE. I have the same observations that you have, particu-
larly with respect to the ponderosa pine forest Arizona has. We
have had some good management. Wally Covington at the North-
ern Arizona University and others have been active here, so I could
not agree more. We had the Rodeo-Chediski fire a few years ago
and it was far more devastating than it would have otherwise been.
It was less devastating on areas, particularly on the Indian res-
ervations, that had been better managed because some of the rules
and regulations for the Forest Service were not in place on the In-
dian reservation.

So I am one who believes in active management and allowing
commercial interests where you can. That is the only way some-
times to recoup some of the money to go further into the forest like
we need to. So, I am all in favor of moving ahead there.

Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate it. Thank you for being here today.

Mr. TROXEL. Thank you very much, Congressman.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next we have John Shannon, National Association
of State Foresters.
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JOHN SHANNON, ARKANSAS STATE FORESTER AND VICE PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE FORESTERS

Mr. SHANNON. Good morning, sir. I am the state forester of Ar-
kansas. This is my first time before your subcommittee, and I did
not know I was supposed to bring a bottle of dead bugs. I will be
mindful of that.

Mr. SIMPSON. They are very impressive.

Mr. SHANNON. If you ever invite me back

Mr. SiMPSON. They will not allow me into Idaho with those. They
have enough already.

Mr. SHANNON. We have plenty. We have southern pine beetles
too.

I am representing the National Association of State Foresters,
and my testimony today is going to focus on our recommendations
for the 2012 budget for state and private forestry.

We are the champions for forestry in the country. We take care
of two-thirds of America’s forests, not the U.S. Forest Service. We
also live in the world of reality. I have had to balance the state for-
estry commission budget for 17 consecutive years. You have to
make some hard calls, you know. You folks are making those hard
calls. We get that. So our budget proposals this time do not reflect
the need for forest conservation. We are just trying to keep our
noses above water. So generally we are recommending that the
2012 budget hold the line at the 2010 actual budget level.

Congress has mandated that the state foresters assess our for-
ests and identify priority issues, and we have all completed that
work and we have all developed state forest action plans. It is a
big country. Forests differ greatly. But as put together these plans
state by state, there were five themes that were really common
across the country, and I would like to walk through those because
they do tie to the state and private forestry budget.

First is, if we are going to conserve and manage these forests,
we need to know what we are talking about, and that means we
need an accurate and current forest inventory, so we are asking to
hold the line at $72 million for forest inventory and analysis.

The second issue is, boy, there are tremendous challenges in for-
est health, and that is the theme that has already developed here
today, sir, so I will not review that, but we are looking again to
hold the line at $60 million for cooperative forest health.

The third common theme is wildfires, and although I think the
public watching TV thinks these fires burn in remote, dark woods,
you know, far away somewhere, we know there are scores of thou-
sands of American communities that are at risk from these
wildfires. It is not just saving the woods; it is where people live,
too. So we are asking to hold the line at $110 million for state fire
assistance, and I can tell you in rural states like Arkansas, that
is really, really important. And we could never pay all the volun-
teer firefighters we have. That is an investment that really is
matched tremendously at the local level.
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And the Forest Service has through the FLAME Act a reserve
fund for paying for firefighting. It is $413 million. I hope you can
maintain that fund, because if that fund is not there and the For-
est Service needs more money to fight fires, you know where they
are getting that money from? State and private forestry, and that
has happened before and it halts work and it hurts partnerships,
you know, so please keep that reserve fund at $413 million.

We have got to keep forest land forested. That is not a given.
States that are really growing in population have lost hundreds of
thousands of acres of forestland, and forest landowners, private
landowners keep their land forested only if it makes economic
sense to do so. If it does not, they change their land use. And so
the first step to really understand the economic development of
their forestland is to have a forest stewardship plan. We provide
those for the private forest landowners. So we are asking to main-
tain that Forest Stewardship budget at $29 million.

The fifth and final common theme that arose across the country
is, we need to establish and maintain forests where Americans live,
which is not really in remote rural areas anymore. Most Americans
live in town. And I am not just saying shade trees are pretty so
we need to invest in those. There is measurable value in having a
green infrastructure in America’s cities and an easy one to measure
is stormwater runoff, the cost control for stormwater runoff. Sir,
this is the one line item where we are asking for a small increase,
up to $32 million.

If T can just wrap up by saying that the state foresters would
really like to begin a discussion with your committee on getting us
more flexibility to integrate these programs under state and pri-
vate and integrate the use of the funding not to just do whatever
we would like to do but to focus on the federal priorities, which are
outlined in the Farm Bill, and to focus on the priorities we have
identified in our state forest action plans, and if you give us more
flexibility, and there is a long process to get there but if we get
there, hold our feet to the fire. You ought to heighten the account-
ability too. You ought to require accomplishments and that we
measure those accomplishments and that we report those accom-
plishments to you. I look forward to working with you.

[The statement of John Shannon follows:]
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April 1, 2011

The National Association of State Foresters (NASF) appreciates the opportunity to submit
written public testimony to the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, Environment
and Related Agencies regarding our Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 appropriations recommendations.
Our priorities center on appropriations for the USDA Forest Service (Forest Service) State and
Private Forestry (S&PF) programs. As states face the most challenging fiscal environment since
the Great Depression, State Foresters fully appreciate the difficult choices that come with
spending decisions. We therefore recommend that FY12 appropriations for S&PF be held at
$306 million, representing similar funding levels enacted in FY'10.

State Foresters deliver technical and financial assistance and forest health, water and wildfire
protection for more than two-thirds of America’s forests. The Forest Service S&PF mission area
provides vital support for delivering these services alongside other socioeconomic and
environmental health benefits in both rural and urban areas. S&PF programs provide a
significant return on the federal investment by leveraging the boots-on-the-ground and financial
resources of state agencies to deliver assistance to forest landowners, tribes and communities. As
state and federal governments face extremely tight fiscal conditions, State Foresters, in
partnership with the S&PF mission area of the Forest Service, are best positioned to maximize
the effectiveness of the limited resources available to respond to priority forest issues and focus
efforts in those areas where they are needed most.

RESPONDING TO PRIORITY FOREST ISSUES, TRENDS AND THREATS

State Foresters have completed the Statewide Forest Resource Assessments and Strategies called
for in the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (2008 Farm Bill). Management activities
are underway to implement these “forest action plans” and respond to the following trends,
issues and priorities:

Forest Pests and Invasive Plants

Among the greatest threats identified in the forest action plans are exotic forest pests and
invasive species. The growing number of damaging pests is often a result of the introduction and
spread by way of wooden shipping materials, movement of firewood and through various types
of recreation. A new damaging pest is introduced every two to three years. These pests have the
potential to displace native trees, shrubs and other vegetation types in forests. Estimates indicate
that 138 alien tree and shrub species have invaded native U.S. forest and shrub ecosystems while
more than 20 alien species of plant pathogens attack woody plants, Plant pathogens alone have
been estimated to result in the loss of $7 billion of forest products each year. These losses do not
account for the value of clean and abundant water, wildlife habitat, clean air and other
environmental services that may be lost or impacted due to insect and disease infestation.
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In response, the Cooperative Forest Health Management program provides technical and
financial assistance to states and territories to maintain healthy, productive forest ecosystems on
non-federal forest lands. The program treated native pest species on over 150,000 acres and non-
native invasive species on over 500,000 acres in FY10. Funding for the program supports
activities related to prevention, suppression, and eradication of insects, diseases, and plants as
well as conducting forest health monitoring through pest surveys.

NASF supports funding the Cooperative Forest Health Program at the FY10 enacted level of
$60 miilion (i.e. $49 million through S&PF and $11 million through Wildland Fire
Management). We believe the proposed reduction included in the President’s FY12 Budget will
expose more of the nation’s forests to exotic and invasive pests such as the Emerald Ash Borer,
Hemlock Woolly Adelgid, Thousand Cankers Disease, Goldspotted Oak Borer and others that—
in some cases—are already eliminating certain tree species. This request is supported by a strong
diversity of organizations including members of the Continental Dialogue on Non-native Forest
Insects and Diseases (see letter of support at www.stateforesters.org).

Fuel Loads and Wildland Fire

More people in fire-prone landscapes, high fuel loads, drought and unhealthy landscapes are
among the factors that have led State Foresters to identify wildland fire as a significant priority
issue in their state forest action plans. These factors have created a wildland fire situation that
has become increasingly expensive and complex and, in many cases, threatens human life and
property. NASF alongside many other organizations in the forestry, conservation and
environmental community agree that the Forest Service State Fire Assistance (SFA) Program and
the Wildfire Suppression Reserve Fund established under the Federal Land Assistance,
Management and Enhancement (FLAME) Act are key tools in addressing the threat of wildland
fire (see letter of support at www stateforesters.org).

SFA is the fundamental federal assistance mechanism that states and local fire departments use
to develop preparedness and response capabilities for wildland fire management on non-federal
lands. The program has helped over 11,000 communities prioritize their preparedness and
mitigation efforts through the development of Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs);
yet, the threat of wildfire to life and property remains in more than 69,000 communities.! NASF
recommends $39 million for Cooperative Fire Protection SFA and $71 million for Wildland
Fire Management SFA to address the mitigation and preparedness backlog in communities at
risk from wildland fire.

In 2009, the FLAME Act established two funds—one for the Forest Service and another for the
Department of the Interior (DOD—to reduce the need for the agencies to transfer funds to
wildfire suppression from other agency programs, which had historically led to considerable
disruptions to important program functions. Congress included specific instructions that FLAME
should be funded with improved estimates and that funding should not come at the expense of
other agency programs. For FY10, the Forest Service received $413 million. NASF and its
partners support funding at equivalent levels for FY12,

! NASF FY2009 Communities at Risk Report, February 2010
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Working Forest Landscapes

Working forest landscapes are a key part of the rural landscape and provide jobs, clean water,
wood products and other essential services to millions of Americans. For instance, 80% of
renewable biomass energy comes from wood, 53% of all freshwater in the U.S. originates on
forest land and more than $200 billion in sales of consumer products and services are provided
through the nation’s forests each year.” Working forest landscapes contribute to a healthy forest
products industry that employs more than one million people.3

Private forests make up two-thirds of all the forestland in the United States. Totaling 423 million
acres, private forests support an average of eight jobs (per 1,000 acres) and provide 92% of trees
harvested for wood products.® The ability of working forests to continue providing jobs,
renewable energy, clean and abundant water and other important services is in jeopardy as
private forests are lost to development. The Forest Service estimates that 57 million acres of
private forests in the U.S. are at risk of conversion to urban development over the next two
decades. The Forest Stewardship Program, Forest Legacy Program and other programs within
USDA are key tools identified in the forest action plans to keep working forests intact.

The Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) is the most extensive family forest-owner assistance
program in the country. Planning assistance is delivered in cooperation with state forestry
agencies primarily through the development of Forest Stewardship Plans. The program provides
information to private landowners to help them manage their land for wildlife, recreation,
aesthetics, timber production, and many other purposes. The technical assistance provided
through the FSP is a gateway to other effective USDA, state and private sector programs
designed to help keep working forests intact. For instance, the FSP enables landowners to
participate in the Forest Legacy Program, Environmental Quality Incentives Program, and the
Biomass Crop Assistance Program. The FSP also increasingly serves as the gateway to
participating in forest certification programs and accessing renewable energy and carbon
markets. NASF recommends $29 million for the Forest Stewardship Program in FY12.

Urban and Community Forest Management Challenges

Urban forests include the tree canopy cover above every neighborhood, town and city in
America. They provide environmental, social and economic benefits to more than 80% of the
nation’s population. The forest action plans identified a number of benefits associated with urban
forests including energy savings, improved air quality, neighborhood stability, aesthetic values,
reduced noise and improved quality of life for communities across the country. At the same time,
the forest action plans reported a number of threats to urban and community forests including
fire in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), urbanization and development, invasive plants and
insects, diseases and others.

Since its expansion under the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1990 (CFAA), the Forest
Service’s Urban & Community Forestry (U&CF) program has provided technical and financial
assistance to promote stewardship that is critically important green infrastructure. The program is
delivered in close partnership with State Foresters and leverages existing local efforts that have

% Society of American Foresters. The State of America’s Forests. 2007.

* American Forest and Paper Associaiton. “Our Industry: Economic Impact.” http://afandpa.org (accessed Friday
April 1,2011)

* Forest2Market. The Economic Impact of Privately-Owned Forests. 2009.
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helped thousands of communities and towns manage, maintain, and improve their tree cover and
green spaces. For instance, the program leveraged an additional $40 million in state and local
support and provided 1,250 small grants to local communities in FY 2010 to help communities
manage risk, respond to storms and disturbances, and contain threats from invasive pests. NASF
and the broad urban forestry community support an appropriation of $32 million in FY12 for
the Urban and Community Forestry Program (see letter of support at www stateforesters.org).

FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES TO APPLY RESOURCES WHERE THEY ARE NEEDED MOST

As part of the development of the forest action plans, each state underwent a comprehensive
process that involved a wide range of partners and interagency cooperation to examine issues,
structure priorities, and provide direction for those programs authorized under the CFAA. State
Foresters are now in the operational phase of this process that includes implementation of the
respective CFAA Programs consistent with national and state-specific priorities identified in
forest action plans. While there is some consistency among states in program direction, the mix
and configuration of CFAA programs and services that can deliver the greatest public value
varies among states.

With completed forest action plans, states are now in a position to maximize the total public
value from federal investment across the nation. NASF supports providing increased flexibility
within CFAA program implementation through the states in order to ensure states collectively
maximize their contributions to achieving the National Priorities expressed in the 2008 Farm
Bill. We would like to see continued discussion and guidance from the Committee on possible
alternative approaches to this matter that meet our shared desire to maximize the public’s return
on the investment of federal funds. Strong performance metrics for both the states and USFS
should be part of this effort.

IMPORTANCE OF FOREST INVENTORY DATA IN MONITORING FOREST ISSUES

The Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) program, managed by Forest Service Research, is the
nation’s only comprehensive forest inventory system for assessing the health and sustainability
of the nation’s forests across all ownerships. FIA provides essential data related to forest species
composition, forest growth rates, and forest health data and is the baseline inventory estimates
used in state forest action plans. The program provides unbiased information that serves as the
basis for monitoring trends in wildlife habitat, wildfire risk, insect and disease threats, predicting
spread of invasive species and for responding to priorities identified in the forest action plans.

The Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (P.L. 105-85)
mandated the Forest Service to partner with the states and non-governmental interests to
implement a nationally consistent, annual inventory program in all states, ensuring timely
availability of data and developing state-level reports every five years. Unfortunately, the
President’s FY12 Budget proposes an overall $10 million reduction to FIA that will disrupt the
inventory cycle length and otherwise dismantle program delivery. A solid inventory is essential
to responding to contemporary forest issues such as estimating sustainable woody biomass
supplies for renewable energy production, forest carbon inventories, and determining the timber
supply available to support local mills and local jobs. NASF and many others in the forestry,
conservation and environmental community recommend $72 million for the FIA program in
FY12, with $67 million funded through Forest and Rangeland Research and $5 million through
State & Private Forestry (see letter of support at www.stateforesters.org).



28

Mr. StMPsON. Thank you. I look forward to working with you on
that. I have always been an advocate of more flexibility for the
agency, and what this committee needs to do is know what your
goals are with this budget, and next year I will ask you, did you
achieve those goals, if so, how, if not, why not, and those types of
things. Sometimes I think we get into too much individual line
item budgeting. But I appreciate your testimony, and I have seen
firsthand the FMAT grants and how those help communities that
would otherwise be broke.

Mr. SHANNON. Yes. Hold us accountable.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Next, we have Hank Kashdan, Legislative Director for the Na-
tional Association of Forest Service Retirees.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, WATER MANAGEMENT

WITNESS

HANK KASHDAN, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF FOREST SERVICE RETIREES

Mr. KasHDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and on behalf of the
National Association of Forest Service Retirees, I really appreciate
the opportunity to be here today for this public-witness hearing,
and we want to especially thank you and the subcommittee for
keeping the key multiple-use programs of the agency intact during
your very challenging 2011 negotiations you just had, and it was
very noticed and very appreciated and we thank you for that.

These multiple-use programs are key to restoring the health and
resiliency of America’s forests and watersheds, and they are the
crux of the written testimony I provided today. As Mr. Troxel, Mr.
Thompson and Mr. Shannon pointed out earlier, restoring Amer-
ica’s forests and watersheds is getting tougher and it needs even
higher-priority focus, and in our review of the Administration’s
budget for 2012, it does not appear that that priority is coming
through in the proposal. The Western Governors Association, the
Government Accountability Office have all pointed out the need to
increase investments in restoration activities. The Departments of
Agriculture and Interior just recently issued the Cohesive Wildland
Fire Strategy. In there, they cite the need to increase investments
in hazardous fuels yet the Forest Service’s hazardous fuels budget
is reduced about $9 million. The Department of the Interior’s is re-
duced even more than that.

And you look at the roads and trails infrastructure, the two line
items that are really key to funding the restoration, this key res-
toration activity, they are down $93.7 million from the 2010 level,
and it is often unappreciated that these two line items, predomi-
nantly the roads line item, are really key to restoring watersheds,
maintaining roads to standard, decommissioning roads that for en-
vironmental reasons cannot remain on the landscape or that are
not needed for their original purpose anymore, ensuring access for
the public, and here in the intermountain list where the beetles are
causing literally thousands of trees to fall across roads and trees
every day, you need a good roads budget to keep those roads open
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for access, for protection of the public, and it is a really critical
function.

So we look at the proposed Forest Service budget and see an $85
million increase in land and water conservation to support the
America’s Great Outdoors initiative, our conclusion is that is being
proposed at the expense of these key restoration programs and so
we want to encourage as some of the previous witnesses have said
to keep that focus on restoration.

Focusing on restoration, I want to mention the Collaborative For-
est Landscape Restoration Act. The President’s budget does pro-
pose full funding for that, and we are very supportive of that.
Throughout the country, we have seen very strong collaborative ef-
forts starting to emerge. Some are fully functioning, some are
emerging. I was reading about a couple in the Salmon River just
the other day. You know, it was not too long ago where the widely
divergent publics were only talking to each other as part of the ap-
peals process or the litigation process. This offers an opportunity
to bring those publics together, and it is showing some success. We
are seeing increases in local employment, a good flow of forest
products, bigger investments in recreation and some optimism in
local rural communities for a good, sustainable economic future.

Now, key to that landscape restoration, what we also want to
note is the stewardship contracting tool. Stewardship contracting is
up for expiration in 2013. If it were not for the support of the Ap-
propriations Committees, we would not have stewardship con-
tracting today. It has been slow in coming along but I think it is
reaching critical mass and we would hope that we could continue
to see your support as it goes through the authorizing process and
the appropriations process.

I would like to just close with something that is not in the writ-
ten testimony that has got the retirees’ network quite abuzz re-
cently, and that is the issue of travel management. In February,
there was an amendment that Mr. Herger offered that would pro-
hibit the implementation and enforcement of travel management
plans. We think that may have some unintended consequences that
are not desirable. Sixty-eight percent of the units in the system
have completed travel management plans. These could not have
been done without collaboration with the motorized recreation
users. To be certain, there are hot spots, there is some discontent,
but for the most part, we feel that motorized recreation users are
supportive of this and in fact travel management is a friend of that
activity.

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I see I am just about out of time
so I just wanted to thank you very much for the opportunity to be
here today, and we are here and ready to serve and help in any
way we can.

[The statement of Hank Kashdan follows:]
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Testimony of Hank Kashdan
Legislative Director - National Association of Forest Service Retirees
Recommendations to the Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Fiscal Year 2012 Budget for the United States Forest Service
March 28, 2011

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, the National Association of Forest Service
Retirees (NAFSR) respectfully submits the following testimony to the Subcommittee on Interior,
Environment, and Related Agencies regarding the fiscal year (FY) 2012 budget. 1 am Hank
Kashdan, Legislative Director for NAFSR. [ recently retired from the Forest Service as its
Associate Chief. Let me first express NAFSR’s gratitude for this opportunity to provide
recommendations on the proposed budget for the Forest Service. As noted in this testimony,
NAFSR is recommending “budget neutral” adjustments totaling $138.5 million. It is important
to emphasize that NAFSR is fully aware of the challenges facing the Subcommittee in
developing a FY 2012 budget and further understands the need to significantly reduce federal
expenditures. In making these recommendations, NAFSR wants to be clear that it has empathy
for the Subcommittee’s challenges. In reviewing the President’s Budget for FY 2012, NAFSR
feels with some adjustment, key programs of the agency can be maintained while achieving
overall budgetary reductions.

SUMMARY: As displayed in the following table, NAFSR, in general, recommends adjusting
specifically noted budget line items to levels provided in the FY 2010 enacted budget. To
achieve the FY 2010 levels for these line items, NAFSR recommends an appropriate “offset” by
NOT focusing on the Administration’s new America’s Great Outdoors (AGO) initiative. The
AGO initiative, although potentially having some positive benefit, is essentially being proposed
at the expense of core multiple use Forest Service programs that focus on restoring the health and
resiliency of Americas forests and watersheds. For this reason, if enacted as proposed in the
President’s Budget, it would have the effect of contributing to the further degradation of the
health of the national forests.

FY 2012 Recommendations ($ 000)

Account/Line Item Proposed Funding Proposed Decrease Proposed Increase,
S&PF- Forest Legacy 46,509 88,491
Land Acquisition — National 40,00 50,00
[Forests
Research & Development 312,012 16,239
ICI&M — Roads 236,521 78,703
ICI&M - Legacy Roads &Trails (1) 90,000 15,00
Wildland Fire — Hazardous Fuels (with IRR Line ftem) 263,015 9,000
2 (w/o IRR Line Item) 340,285 >
1I:I4FS - Land Ownership 95,606 9,731

anagement

S&PF — International Programs 9,818 9,818
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Footnotes:

1. The President’s Budget proposes to fund Forest Legacy Roads and Trails in the new
Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) line item at a level of $75 million. NAFSR
recommends funding at $90 million for this program whether the Subcommittee chooses
to implement IRR or maintain this funding in the Capital Improvement and Maintenance
account.

2. The President’s Budget proposes to fund non-wildland urban interface fuels in the IRR
line item and “moved” $77 million to IRR from hazardous fuels. Overall the budget
would result in a $9 million reduction in hazardous fuels. NAFSR recommends funding
hazardous fuels at the FY 2010 level.

KEY POINTS:

America’s Great Qutdoors: While NAFSR sees value in some of the Administration’s AGO
proposals, the large increases in funding for Forest Legacy and Land Acquisition are being
proposed by the Administration at the expense of essential multiple use activities. The bottom
line for NAFSR is that there is little logic in increasing the size of federal land ownership, when
there are tens of millions of acres already in federal ownership that are in poor health. The need
to focus on large scale restoration has been widely cited by many oversight and constituent
groups including reports by the Government Accountability Office and the Western Governors
Association. These reports have widespread support and serve as the basis for work currently
underway and planned for the future. As proposed in the President’s Budget, the AGO initiative
would have the effect of taking needed resources from these important restoration activities.
NAFSR strongly recommends against funding the AGO proposals unless important multiple use
budget line items are restored to at least the FY 2010 level.

Funding Restoration Activities vs, Establishing an Integrated Resource Restoration Line
Item (IRR): NAFSR sees some benefit in the proposed IRR budget line item. HOWEVER,

rather than be distracted by budget structure, it is of greater importance to fund key multiple use
programs of the agency that focus on restering and maintaining healthy, resilient forests and
watersheds. These programs are critical to the needs of the nation by providing clean water;
protecting communities, forests and rangelands from the threat of catastrophic wildfire;
providing a variety of forest and rangeland derived products including quality habitat for wildlife
and fish, recreational opportunities; and by retaining important local and regional infrastructure
that is important in assuring sustainable local communities and natural resources. Of significant
concern is the Administration’s proposed reduction to the Roads program within the Capital
Improvement and Maintenance account. Not only is funding under this line item an essential
aspect of restoration, the National Forest road system is critical to resource protection and
management needs. Key activities within this budget line item include road decommissioning,
maintenance to required standards, and making improvement to meet environmental and
management needs., Further, the Administration is proposing an overall reduction in hazardous
fuels funding; this as it finally releases “4 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management
Strategy” to address communities and landscapes that are increasingly at risk from the threat of
catastrophic wildfire. NAFSR feels these activities MUST be funded first before investing in
the AGO program that would acquire new national forest lands or new easements. NAFSR
recommends funding the key programs shown in the above table at the FY 2010 enacted levels.
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As noted, NAFSR does see potential benefits in the proposed IRR line item, and thus,
encourages the Subcommittee to consider providing authority for a pilot test in one or two
regions of the Forest Service in order to allow the agency to demonstrate appropriate
accountability and improved performance, while providing an opportunity for the Subcommittee
to establish its oversight expectations under such expanded budget flexibility for the agency.

Research and Development: As noted in past testimony, NAFSR is very concerned about the
continued erosion in the capacity of the Forest Service to conduct basic research in support of
natural resource management. In addition to the reality that basic research is not significantly
conducted anywhere else and/or is being concurrently reduced in colleges and universities, the
ability to provide basic science is a cornerstone of successful multiple use management on the
landscape. The availability of quality scientific information, and having the capacity to conduct
research, is an essential element of supporting land managers in making decisions on
management activities, as well as a key foundation in forest planning. The new proposed
planning rule relies significantly on the capacity of the Research and Development program to
support decision making based on the availability of quality science and an effective science
based workforce. With 68 Forest Plans out of date (more than half being over 20 years old) and
needing revision, the capacity to provide the “best science” in support of forest planning is
essential. In addition, basic research to support the economic use of material removed in forest
restoration activities will help make these renewable forest resources available to meet the
Nation’s wood products and energy needs.

National Forest System — Land Ownership Management: NAFSR feels it is important to
emphasize the critical nature of the funding contained in this line item. It is essential in

providing basic services to America whether for a specific user of the national forests or the
population as a whole. Funding for this line item has steadily eroded over time, yet the demands
for the services provided have increased. The agency’s capacity to deliver such service has been
seriously affected. Activities funded in this line item include assessing powerline location and
environmental impacts, processing permit applications for numerous activities including water
lines and buildings, identifying property boundaries, and responding to alternative energy
proposals for such activities as wind, solar, and geothermal power generation. The Land
Ownership Management line is also an essential part of being good neighbors to adjacent private
landowners and to the many communities within and adjacent to the Forests. As noted in the
table above, NAFSR recommends retaining funding in this line item at the FY 2010 level.

Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Fund (CFLR): The President’s FY 2012 budget
includes full funding for CFLR in the IRR line item. NAFSR endorses fully funding this

program. In recent years the Forest Service has demonstrated its ability to forge consensus
among diverging interests through an intense focus on landscape scale cooperation. Full
funding for CFLR offers one of the best authorities to effectively involve communities in
collaboratively determining how to restore the health of public and private lands while
improving rural economies. Notable collaboratives across the country including those in Idaho,
Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, and in the acquired lands of the east are improving the ability of
the agency to be a partner in making important multiple use decisions about the future of the
national forests and adjacent lands. NAFSR notes that these collaboratives have made frequent
use of stewardship contracting authority to execute projects and has demonstrated the utility of
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this tool in improving forest health, contributing to improving the economy of local
communities, and reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire. Collaboratives that have their “feet
on the ground” have achieved positive multiple use management outcomes and have increased
the Forest Service’s ability to be highly valued partners in local communities. This program
shows strong long term potential to be highly successful. NAFSR recommends the full funding
of CFLR and further recommends that the Subcommittee continue its support for use of a variety
of tools to facilitate these efforts, especially including support for a strong and permanent
stewardship contracting authority.

Wildland Fire Management — Wildfire Suppression: NAFSR notes that the President’s FY
2012 Budget provides funding for wildfire suppression at approximately the 10-year average. It
is important to emphasize the high probability that suppression costs will exceed the 10-year
average due to increasing costs, expanding wildland urban interface, and the large areas of insect
infested forests that are more prone to wildfire. In addition, due to budget pressures, the
“carryover” of suppression funds from the last two years of lower than normal wildfire
suppression expenditures, are no longer available to meet suppression funding needs in the event
that the 10-year average is exceeded. NAFSR feels it important to point out that under the
concept of the FLAME Act, these carryover funds would have been available if the 10-year
average were exceeded. In the absence of the availability of these funds, NAFSR is very
concerned that should suppression costs begin to exceed fund availability, Congress will need to
enact supplemental emergency funding, OR the Forest Service will once again be forced to
implement “fire transfers.” Such transfers will have major detrimental impacts on the ability of
the agency to perform its mission.

State and Private Forestrv — International Programs: The President’s Budget for FY 2012
eliminates funding for this program, but does not eliminate the program. Rather it proposes that
the Forest Service will fund this program from within other line items. This essentially amounts
to a $9.8 million reduction to other programs or at least a partial reduction in the agency’s
international efforts. The Forest Service is globally recognized as a natural resource leader. This
directly strengthens the strategic standing of the United States in a key international arena.
Further, this program leverages it’s funding from other sources at a ratio of approximately 4 to 1.
Thus for $9.8 million, the agency is able to achieve close to $40 million in value.

In Clesing, NAFSR would again like to emphasize that it has great empathy for the challenges
the Subcommittee faces in finalizing a budget for FY 2012. With its understanding of the critical
tradeoffs the Subcommittee must make, NAFSR has been conservative in its funding
recommendations. NAFSR recognizes that not all programs can be funded at or above the FY
2010 level, so it has focused its recommendations for funding activities to address what prior
NAFSR Board Chairman, George Leonard, described as a liability being caused by
“overstocked, insect-infested, fire-prone, poorly maintained, and understaffed Forests.”

NAFSR deeply appreciates the Subcommittee’s consideration of these recommendations and for
being invited to provide testimony at the Public Witness Hearing.
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Mr. SiMPSON. We thank you, and thank you for your testimony.
We look forward to working with you as we have these more chal-
lenging times with reduced budgets. We want to make sure that
what we do is maintain the essential programs of the Forest Serv-
ice and all of the federal agencies, so we look forward to working
with you to address those kinds of things. Thank you.

Mr. KASHDAN. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next, we have Jim Lighthizer, President of the
Civil War Trust. How are you doing? Good to see you again.

Mr. LIGHTHIZER. Good to see you again, my friend.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS
JIM LIGHTHIZER, PRESIDENT, CIVIL WAR TRUST

Mr. LIGHTHIZER. Mr. Chairman, I came to first thank the com-
mittee for its support of the American Battlefield Protection
Pprogram in the past years. I recognize that 2012 is going to be
a difficult year for the country, not to mention the Congress, and
you all have some difficult decisions and choices you have to make.

As you are very much aware, Mr. Chairman, one of the dif-
ferences between the land we save and the other good land that
other folks save is that we save heritage land, and it is impossible
to move where the great armies fought. You cannot pretend it was
someplace else. In other words, history is where it happened.

The other thing I would say, Mr. Chairman, it i1s the sesqui-
centennial now. It started, I guess, officially yesterday or the day
before, depending on how you want to count it, and we are running
out of time. As you know, what we try to save, the battlefield land
we try to save, has been defined, and we estimate in the next five
to 10 years it is either going to be saved or paved, so we have got
to get while the getting is good, if you will. This program has been
a good program. It has got metrics. You can measure its success
or lack thereof. It has worked well. It is a public-private partner-
ship. We have skin in the game, so to speak. We have to raise a
dollar to get a dollar. I think it has worked very, very well for the
American public because we are saving heritage. We are saving
outdoor classrooms, in effect. We are preserving the land so that
we can teach future generations about what made this country
what it is today, which I happen to think is a pretty good country.

So we thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank the committee for its
past support.

[The statement of Jim Lighthizer follows:]
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Testimony of O. James Lighthizer, President
Civil War Trust

Before the Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
United States House of Representatives
April 14, 2011

Introduction

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to speak
to you today. My name is James Lighthizer, and 1 am the President of the Civil War
Trust. I come before you today to respectfully request that the House Appropriations
Subcommittee for Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies fund the Civil War
Battlefield Preservation Program (CWBPP), financed through the Land and Water
Conservation Fund in the Department of Interior, at its authorized amount of $10 million.

1 would like to start by providing a little information about our organization. The Civil
War Trust is a 55,000-member nonprofit organization — the only national one of its kind
— dedicated to preserving America’s remaining Civil War battlefields. To date, the
Trust has permanently protected more than 30,000 acres of hallowed ground in 20 states,
most of it outside National Park Service (NPS) boundaries.

I am here today to discuss with you the highly effective federal land conservation
program that has made much of our success possible: the Civil War Battlefield
Preservation Program (CWBPP). This authorized competitive matching grants program,
operated through the National Park Service (NPS) American Battlefield Protection
Program office, requires a | to 1 federal/non-federal match, although on many occasions
the federal dollars are leveraged much more than 1 to 1. The program has successfully
promoted cooperative partnerships between state and local governments and the private
sector to preserve targeted, high priority Civil War battlegrounds outside NPS
boundaries. Since it was first funded in Fiscal Year (FY) 1999, the program has been
used to protect more than 16,500 acres of our nation’s hallowed ground.

The Opportune Time

This year marks the beginning of the sesquicentennial commemoration of the Civil War,
It is an opportune time to recommit our energies to the protection of these hallowed
grounds. Few commemorations are expected to generate more excitement and interest
among Americans than this anniversary. Millions are expected to learn about our
nation’s unique history by visiting Civil War sites around the country in the next four
years. This anniversary provides the perfect opportunity to promote preservation of Civil
War battleficlds. In late March, Secretary Salazar attended an event in Gettysburg to
celebrate the preservation of some of the most blood-soaked ground still unprotected at
Gettysburg. At that event, Secretary Salazar affirmed the Department of the Interior’s
commitment to promoting the 150" anniversary of the Civil War and the need to protect
these hallowed grounds as legacies for future generations of Americans.
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Battiefield Lands are Our Shared American Heritage

These battlefield lands are an irreplaceable part of our shared national heritage. These
lands are consecrated with the blood of brave Americans who fought and died to create
the country we are today. The private sector organizations engaged in battlefield
preservation — and we are just one among many nonprofit battlefield preservation groups
— are competing with developers to acquire this land. Once these hallowed grounds are
lost, they are lost forever.

We estimate that 30 acres of battlefield lands are lost every day. These lands, when
preserved, serve as outdoor classrooms to educate current and future generations of
Americans about this defining moment in our nation’s history. In addition, preserved
battlefields are economic drivers for communities, bringing in tourism dollars that are
extremely important to state and local economies.

Origins of the Program

In 1990, Congress created the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (CWSAC), a blue-
ribbon panel composed of lawmakers, historians and preservationists. Its goal: determine
how to protect America’s remaining Civil War battlefields. In 1993, the Commission
released a study entitled “Report on the Nation’s Civil War Battlefields.” The report
identified the 384 most historically important Civil War battlegrounds and further
prioritized them according to preservation status and historic significance. Eighteen
years later, this landmark report and a recent update conducted by NPS remain our guide
for targeting only the most historically significant remaining Civil War battlefields.

In addition to creating a prioritized list of battlefield preservation targets, the Commission
also recommended that Congress establish a federal matching grant program to help the
nonprofit sector save high-priority Civil War battlefields. The Commission’s proposal
for a federal matching grant program was the genesis of the Civil War Battlefield
Preservation Program.

Congressional Funding and First Successes

Five years after the “Report on the Nation’s Civil War Battlefields™” was released,
Congress acted upon the Commission’s recommendation by setting aside $8 million from
the Land and Water Conservation Fund for Civil War preservation matching grants. This
first appropriation for the program was made available over three years, and required a
two-to-one non-federal/federal match. Grants were competitively awarded through the
American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP), an arm of NPS. Funding was solely
for acquisition of properties outside NPS boundaries at battlefields identified in the 1993
report. Land could be purchased from willing sellers only; there was — and there
remains — no eminent domain authority.

Thanks to the new program, there began an unprecedented and almost-immediate surge
in Civil War battlefield preservation. The $8 million appropriation generated $24 million
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for land acquisition by encouraging state and private investment in battlefield land
protection. The program inspired the Virginia and Mississippi legislatures to appropriate
$3.4 million and $2.8 million, respectively, to meet the federal match. The Civil War
Trust alone contributed $4 million in private sector funds to meet the match.

As a result of the non-federal funds generated by the program, battlefields like Virginia’s
Brandy Station and Manassas received a new lease on life. In addition, other sites such
as Prairie Grove in Arkansas, Champion Hill in Mississippi, and Bentonville in North
Carolina — just to name a few — were substantially enhanced. Largely because of the
success of those first three years, Congress appropriated an additional $11 million for the
program in FY2002, this time with a 1-to-1 non-federal/federal match requirement.

Authorization of the Program

After approval of the FY2002 appropriation, authorization of the Civil War Battlefield
Preservation Program was the next logical step. Supporters on Capitol Hill felt that
authorization of the program would convey to the Department of the Interior
Congressional intent regarding the program’s goals and objectives. Further, authorization
would provide funding predictability for the program’s non-federal partners, encouraging
them to continue their involvement in battlefield preservation.

The authorization bill, entitled the Civil War Battlefield Preservation Act of 2002, was
introduced in the House and Senate in the summer of 2002. The bipartisan bill formally
tied the program to the 1993 CWSAC report, creating a federal conservation program
with a highly focused, prioritized list of acquisition targets. It also provided for an annual
appropriation of up to $10 million per year — the level originally recommended by the
Commission in 1993. The Civil War Battlefield Preservation Act was passed with the
unanimous consent of both the House and Senate in the fall of 2002, and was signed into
law by President Bush on December 17, 2002 (P.L. 107-359).

Program’s Continued Successes and Reauthorization

Since the program was first funded in FY1999, Civil War Battlefield Preservation
Program grants have been used to protect 16,500 acres of hallowed ground in 14 states.
Among the many battlefields that have benefited from this program are: Antietam,
Maryland; Averasboro, North Carolina; Chancellorsville, Virginia; Chattanooga,
Tennessee; Corinth, Mississippi; Harpers Ferry, West Virginia; and Perryville, Kentucky.

The Civil War Battlefield Preservation Program was reauthorized as part of the Omnibus
Public Land Management Act of 2009 (H.R. 146), which President Obama signed into
{aw on March 30, 2009 (P.L. 111-11).

Urgent Need for Funding

The program’s entire FY2010 allocation has been obligated and spent to preserve more
than 1,500 acres of sacred battlefield land. Under continuing resolutions, which the
government has been operating under for FY2011, the program has effectively been
frozen because the American Battlefield Protection Program is a small department within
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NPS and therefore does not receive any allocation until a final spending bill is signed into
law. This has already put a number of high-priority deals in jeopardy, as it is difficult to
ask landowners, even when they are inclined to preserve their land, to wait for an
extended period of time for funding to potentially become available. As a result of this
situation, it is even more imperative that adequate funding is provided for the program in
FY2012 in order to keep the program from grinding to a halt, in the midst of the Civil
War sesquicentennial commemoration.

We respectfully ask the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, Environment,
and Related Agencies to fund the Civil War Battlefield Preservation Program at its
authorized amount of $10 million. Please note that four members of the House
Appropriations Committee sent a letter to President Obama in November 2010 requesting
$10 million funding for the program in FY2012. Recognizing the opportunity presented
by the sesquicentennial, President Obama included a $10 million request for the program
as part of his FY2012 budget.

We recognize that these are difficult economic times and appreciate the constraints on
this Subcommittee as you work to draft an appropriation bill that meets the needs of the
agencies and programs under your jurisdiction. However, we believe that now is the
opportune time to provide funding at the $10 million level for the Civil War Battlefield
Preservation Program, especially with this being the first year of the 150™ anniversary of
the Civil War. Funding at this level will allow for the continued success of the program
and the preservation of key battlefield lands that will serve as lasting, tangible legacies
for the sesquicentennial. In addition, with time rapidly running out to forever protect
these hallowed grounds, funding for this program will soon no longer be necessary. We
estimate that in the next five to ten years the remaining Civil War battlefield lands will be
either paved over or protected. That is why we must act now in order to preserve as
much key battlefield land as possible before time runs out.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, there is no question that the Civil War was a defining moment in our
country’s history. For four long years, North and South clashed in hundreds of battles
that reunited our nation and sounded the death knell for slavery. More than 625,000
soldiers and 50,000 civilians perished as a result of the war.

Preserved battlefields not only honor the memory of our Civil War ancestors, but all of
our nation’s brave men and women in uniform. Further, preserved battlefields serve as
outdoor classrooms to teach new generations of Americans about the significance of the
Civil War — and remind them that the freedoms we enjoy today came at a terrific price.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope you and your subcommittee will consider our request to
provide funding of the Civil War Battlefield Preservation Program at its authorized level
of $10 million. As noted, this is especially important as the nation begins the
sesquicentennial commemoration of the Civil War. We look forward to working with
you and other subcommittee members on battlefield protection and other historic
preservation issues. Thank you for the opportunity to address the committee.
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Mr. SiMpPsON. Thank you. I appreciate the work you do. I look
forward to working with you to preserve these areas. You are right.
You do great work and, as you said, once you lose it, it is gone.

Mr. LIGHTHIZER. Yes, it is gone forever. You cannot get it back.

Mr. SIMPSON. And we will get out to Antietam one of these days.

Mr. LIGHTHIZER. Please do. You know it is a standing offer.

Mr. SIMPSON. I know.

Mr. LiIGHTHIZER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next we have Trace Adkins, Grammy-nominated
country and western singer. How are you doing?

Mr. ADKINS. Fine, sir. How are you?

Mr. SiMPsON. Welcome.

Mr. ADKINS. I am proud to be here. This is a sobering occasion
for me. I am not used to this.

Mr. SIMPSON. You are just talking to friends.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES
WITNESS
TRACE ADKINS, GRAMMY-NOMINATED COUNTRY MUSICIAN

Mr. ADKINS. Okay. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to speak to you. My name is Trace Adkins. I do sing country
music. I am also a student of history, a descendant of a Confed-
erate soldier who fought in the Civil War.

I have visited many of these hallowed battlefields that Mr.
Lighthizer spoke of, and through the preservation of these sites I
was able to stand upon ground where soldiers stood and reflect on
the sacrifices that were made there.

I come before you today just to share my personal interest in the
Civil War and why I believe it is important to preserve the last
tangible links to this history, the battlefield lands where hundreds
of thousands of brave soldiers, including my great-great-grand-
father, fought and died. With this being the first year of the 150th
anniversary of the Civil War, now I think is the opportune time to
redouble efforts to further protect these hallowed grounds.

I grew up in Louisiana. I now live in Nashville. So I have spent
a lot of my life in close proximity to Civil War battlefields, and my
interest grew out of a conversation that I had with my grandfather
when I was 11, and he told me about his grandfather. He was 73
at the time, my grandfather was, and he showed me copies of let-
ters that his grandfather had written home while he was serving,
and so that piqued my interest and spurred me to become a stu-
dent of history at that time. When he died 10 years later, I was
21 and I took that occasion out of an homage to him to go to Vicks-
burg, and I was able to stand in the trench where his grandfather,
my great-great-grandfather, had been. I knew I was within 100 feet
of where he had stood, and it was a spiritual moment for me. I can-
not really express it any other way.

I was fortunate enough to be able to go, as I said, to Vicksburg,
and Vicksburg is now part of the National Park Service system and
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it has been well preserved, and it is a success story. There are
many others, but I am fortunate to have that.

The seriousness of the threat to these unique resources was
brought home to me one winter day a couple of years ago. It hap-
pened to be on December 15th and I was having to go into Nash-
ville, and I was stuck in traffic on I-65 south of town and I hap-
pened to notice that I was directly across the interstate from
Overton High School. Overton High School is a school that sits on
top of Overton Hill. December 15th happened to be the anniversary
of the Battle of Nashville, and on December 15, 1864, it was said
later about that battle that you could walk from the bottom of that
hill to the top of that hill stepping on dead soldiers. It was that
kind of carnage. And as I was sitting there stuck in traffic, I won-
dered if I were to get out of my truck right now and start knocking
on people’s windows and asked them if they know what happened
on that hill right there 140-some-odd years ago how many of them
would know, and I think it is a sad commentary that probably very
few, if any of them, would have had a clue.

So these historic landscapes are treasures. They are American
treasures, and preserved battlefields are cultural and historic land-
scapes that serve as a constant reminder of the sacrifices our an-
cestors made to make this country what it is today. And the protec-
tion of these battlefields will leave a legacy of commitment to pres-
ervation and conservation. These lands will be open spaces for the
public to enjoy preserved in their natural and pristine state.

The tourism that comes from these sites, it is very important to
many of these communities, and so I think that this kicks off the
sesquicentennial of the Civil War and I do not think there is a bet-
ter time for us, like I said, to recommit to the preservation of these
sacred lands, and I appreciate you listening and for having me here
today, and I really appreciate Jim Lighthizer for all the work that
he does and it has been an honor for me to be associated with the
Civil War Trust and all the work that they do. Thank you, sir.

[The statement of Trace Adkins follows:]
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Testimony of Trace Adkins
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Civil War soldier

Before the Committee on Appropriations
Subcommiittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
United States House of Representatives
April 14, 2011

Introduction

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to speak
to you today. My name is Trace Adkins and I am a country music artist, an avid student
of history and a descendant of a confederate soldier who fought in the Civil War.
Throughout the years, I have visited many hallowed battlegrounds. Through the
preservation of these sites, [ was able to stand upon the ground where the soldiers stood
and reflect upon the epic sacrifices made on those lands.

I come before you today to share my personal interest in the Civil War and why I believe
it is so important to preserve the last tangible links to this history, the battlefield lands
where hundreds of thousands of brave soldiers, including my great-great grandfather,
fought and died. With this being the first year of the 150™ anniversary of the Civil War,
now is the opportune time to redouble efforts to forever protect these hallowed grounds.

My Personal Connection to the Civil War

Growing up in Sarepta, Louisiana and now living near Nashville, Tennessee I have spent
much of my life surrounded by Civil War battlefields. My interest in the Civil War grew
out of a conversation I had with my grandfather when I was 13 years old, during which
he told me the story of my great-great grandfather, Henry T. Morgan. Henry Morgan was
a private in the 31* Louisiana Infantry. He was wounded and taken prisoner at Vicksburg
in 1863.

I was fortunate enough to be able to visit Vicksburg National Military Park, now a part of
the National Park Service (NPS) system. During my first visit to Vicksburg I got to stand
where I knew I was within 100 feet or so of where my great-great grandfather was
positioned in that battle. Because of the preservation of that battlefield, I was able to look
across the battlefield and see it the way it looked when my great-great grandfather was
there. Words cannot describe what a spiritual moment that was for me. That moment
would not have been possible had it not been for the preservation of that hallowed
ground.
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The Time is Now, Before These Lands are Lost Forever

The seriousness of the threat to these unique resources was truly brought home to me one
winter day while I was stuck in traffic on Interstate 65 in middle Tennessee. Ilooked out
the window of my truck and realized that I was stopped within site of Overton Hill.
Overton Hill was the site of the Union attack on Confederate General John Bell Hood’s
right flank during the Battle of Nashville in December 1864. Although the initial charge
failed, a second charge succeeded in forcing Hood’s troops to retreat. Overton Hill is
now occupied by a high school, football stadium and a smattering of small businesses.

As 1 was sitting in my truck on that December day, I realized that the date was December
15, the same day that the Battle of Nashville took place in 1864. 1 thought to myself that
if T got out of my truck and went randomly walking up and down the backed-up
interstate, knocking on a few people’s car windows, asking them if they knew what
happened on that hill 143 years ago on that very day, could they tell me? Sadly, [ was
forced to admit to myself that there likely was not a car within a half mile with an
occupant who could recite the story of what happened on that hill. Writing of Overton
Hill after the battle in December 1864, somebody wrote that you could walk from the
bottom of the hill to the top without putting your foot on the ground — that you could
walk on soldiers’ bodies up that hill. Blood was literally flowing down that hill on the
morning of December 15, 1864.

It was this moment that I realized the importance of preserving Civil War battlegrounds —
now, before they are paved over and forgotten. The difference between a battle that is
written about and taught to our children and one that is largely forgotten can be summed
up in one word — preservation. I would like to highlight one such example. Contrast
Pickett’s Charge at Gettysburg and a similar frontal assault at Franklin, Tennessee, near
where I live. Franklin had twice as many casualties, lasted two or three times as long and
the attackers went twice as far against much greater odds. Yet, we remember and hear
more about Pickett’s Charge than Franklin. The reason for that difference is that Franklin
was paved over around the turn of the twentieth century.

Preserved Battlefields are American Treasures

These historic landscapes are truly American treasures. Preserved battlefields are cultural
and historic landscapes that serve as a constant reminder of the sacrifices our ancestors
made to make this country what it is today. In addition, preserved battlefield lands
become outdoor classrooms for today’s visitors and those in countless generations to
come — telling the story of the war: from the way people fought, to where they fought,
and why they fought.

The protection of America’s remaining Civil War battlefields will leave a legacy of
national commitment to preservation and conservation. These lands will be open spaces
for the public to enjoy, preserved in their natural and pristine state. Tourists will be able
to come to these sites for the contemplative experience they desire; walking the grounds
and seeing the landscape much the same as it would have been during the Civil War, just
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as I did at Vicksburg National Military Park. This experience is unlike anything you can
read in a book about the conflict. Preserved battlefields are a legacy we will leave for
future generations — a tangible link to the history that defined our nation.

The Civil War Sesquicentennial Anniversary

The anniversary of the firing on Fort Sumter occurred just a few days ago on April 12.
This marked the beginning of the 150" anniversary commemoration of the Civil War,
which will last for the next four years. The sesquicentennial is expected to generate more
public interest and visitation to Civil War battlefields than ever before. We need to take
advantage of this anniversary to rededicate our efforts toward preserving these
battlefields by instilling the protection of remaining Civil War battlefields as a
cornerstone of this observance, creating a legacy that will long outlast the anniversary.
This is really the last opportunity to make a strong commitment to the preservation of
these historically significant sites.

We are in a race against time — 30 acres of battlefield land are lost every day.
Development threatens to erase these sacred sites and with the loss of these tangible links
our living history will consequently fade into distant memory, and all will be lost forever.
Timing is especially critical in areas of the country experiencing rapid growth and
development pressures. Places like the Atlanta suburbs, middle Tennessee and central
Virginia have been experiencing this situation for more than a decade, and, even in these
challenging economic times, the price of agricultural land in these regions remains high.
Time is running out and opportunities are dwindling to forever protect these hallowed
grounds.

Now is the time to take action to save our nation’s treasured cultural and historic
landscapes.

The Civil War Trust

I want to highlight an organization that has taken on the role of preserving these national
treasures and for that reason I whole-heartedly support the efforts of this organization.
The Civil War Trust is the only national nonprofit organization dedicated to the
preservation of these hallowed grounds. The Civil War Trust has preserved more than
30,000 acres of battlefield lands in 20 states, including more than 2,200 acres in my home
state of Tennessee.

The Trust works with willing sellers to either purchase the land fee-simple or place a
conservation easement on the land, always at fair market value. The Trust raises money
through donations from its more than 55,000 members nationwide, and then leverages
those private dollars with local, state and federal grant monies. Congress has been an
important partner in battlefield preservation, through funding of the Civil War Battlefield
Preservation Program (CWBPP), the primary source of federal funding for battlefield
preservation. CWBPP is an example of a highly successful public-private partnership,
helping to preserve more than 16,500 acres of battlefield land in 14 states.
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Without the work of the Civil War Trust and the assistance provided by the Civil War
Battlefield Preservation Program, preservation of Civil War battlefield lands would be
severely lacking. These tangible links to our nation’s past would be dwindling at a faster
pace than they are now, or in many cases they would be already lost.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, I hope that I have demonstrated how important I believe battlefield
preservation is and why the sesquicentennial anniversary of the Civil War is the ideal
time to redouble efforts toward preservation of these historically significant sites. These
lands are our shared American heritage - sites where we can visit, reflect and
contemplate the sacrifices made by our ancestors to make our country the great country it
is today.

As a descendant of a Civil War soldier, I can think of no better tribute during the 150th
anniversary of the Civil War than to make a firm commitment to the preservation of these
hallowed grounds that saw such desperate combat. If adequate funding is provided, there
are opportunities during the sesquicentennial to complete the preservation of a number of
battlefields. What a fitting legacy to leave our children, grandchildren and all future
generations of Americans — tangible links to our nation’s past.

Thank you for the opportunity to address your committee.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, Trace. They do good work, and I appre-
ciate your commitment to this also. I tell people whenever they
come here to Washington, people from Idaho, they always ask us
where they should go and what they should visit, and I say if you
have a day, go to Gettysburg but take your shoes off.

Mr. ADKINS. Yes.

Mr. SIMPSON. It is one of those things that is just amazing, and
there are so many of those around the West. I am just surprised
that coming from Tennessee and Louisiana that you refer to this
as the Civil War. Being from Idaho, you know, I have a place over
in Arlington, VA, and I learned right away that there was no Civil
War, there was a War of Northern Aggression.

Mr. ADKINS. And a war for southern independence.

Mr. SiMPSON. That is right.

Mr. ADKINS. In mixed company, I try to use politically correct
terms. But in conclusion, I would like to say that as a concerned
citizen, I think that these Civil War battlefields serve as a monu-
ment to what happens when political wisdom fails us and our dis-
agreements are allowed to escalate beyond reason, and I think they
are horrific reminders of what could happen. I just think it is very
important for us as a Nation to preserve these places. Thank you,
sir.

Mr. SiMPsSON. Thank you. Thank you for your testimony and for
being here today. I appreciate it very much.

Next we have Margaret Graves, President of the Partners in
Preservation.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS
MARGARET GRAVES, PRESIDENT, PARTNERS IN PRESERVATION

Ms. GrRAVES. Thank you, Chairman Simpson, for the opportunity
to testify. I am Margaret Graves and I am the President in Part-
ners in Preservation.

Our prior speaker spoke about the importance of our national
historic sites, and given the current budget crisis, we are at risk
of losing this incredible heritage if we do not use innovative solu-
tions like historic leases to help the National Park Service address
the myriad challenges it faces as the primary steward of our his-
toric built environment.

According to the National Trust for Historic Preservation, 2,811
historic structures of national significance are in poor condition
within the National Park Service system. Fiscal common sense re-
quires the National Park Service to embrace preservation-minded
partners like Partners in Preservation. The National Park Service
Organic Act directs the National Park Service to conserve historic
objects and to provide for their enjoyment and to conserve them for
the benefit of future generations. This represents a significant chal-
lenge for the National Park Service.

The National Park Service is responsible for conserving 27,000
historic structures and 84 million acres of land. Their deferred-
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maintenance budget is currently estimated to be $10.8 billion, $3
billion of which is for structures listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. This is more than leaky rooftops. This represents
the potential loss of our heritage for our children and our grand-
children. Government funds alone are insufficient to meet the chal-
lenges. Private funds are needed.

Historic leases offer the opportunity to attract private capital to
the Park Service’s challenges. They shift the maintenance obliga-
tions to the lessee. In some cases, the lessee is required to pay rent.
In some cases, the condition of the building is so poor that the les-
see invests in rehabilitation in lieu of paying rent.

According to an MPCA report, for fiscal year 2009, 26 parks re-
ported leasing revenue of $4.3 million. In fiscal year 2007, 48 parks
leased a total of 147 historic structures. This is just a small frac-
tion of the structures eligible for leasing. In my written testimony,
I have provided a list of the parks that have granted leases to date.

As members of the Appropriations subcommittee with jurisdic-
tion over the National Park Service budget, you have the oppor-
tunity to encourage the National Park Service to pursue more his-
toric leases or risk the loss of future historic resources. The legal
framework in place and many benefits have been recognized of his-
toric leases, primarily that underutilized park structures are pre-
served and rehabilitated with private funds, costing taxpayers
nothing and alleviating the burden on the National Park Service.
They have been underutilized. Why? In part, because park-level su-
perintendents have limited knowledge of historic leases and the
benefits they offer.

Cumberland Island National Seashore offers a textbook example
of how a historic lease could preserve historic resources. On Cum-
berland Island, the National Park Service is responsible for the
preservation of 82 individual historic structures. These range from
African American chimneys left from burned slave cabins to a
22,000-square-foot mansion. They also are responsible for 47
known archaeological sites, and because Cumberland Island Na-
tional Seashore is an island not connected to the mainland by a
bridge, every item has to come by boat.

In fiscal year 2009, the National Park Service spent $1.69 million
on maintenance expenses. Approximately half of that money came
from their operating budget and the other half came from one-time
funds. These funds, while generous in that particular year, are
likely to be reduced going forward, given the budget crisis. They
have inadequate staff to accomplish all of the maintenance tasks
at hand. Partners in Preservation is willing to invest approxi-
mately $1 million in the preservation of two National Register his-
toric structures which are otherwise at risk for demolition by ne-
glect due to lack of funding. Other structures on Cumberland Is-
land have been demolished by neglect because of lack of money. If
a historic lease is granted of these structures, it is a win-win-win,
a win for the public, a win for the Park Service and a win for fu-
ture generations.

Our Nation’s heritage is at risk of being lost if the National Park
Service does not pursue historic leases more. If the National Park
Service embraces historic leases and grants them more frequently,
they will have had the ability to preserve far more of our history.
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The alternative is to leave future generations a crumbling legacy
of diminished historic resources and a loss of national heritage.
Thank you.

[The statement of Margaret Graves follows:]



48

Margaret M. Graves, President, Partners in Preservation

We are at risk of losing our heritage if we do not use innovative solutions like historic leases to
meet the challenges the National Park Service faces as the primary steward of our historic built
environment. According to the National Trust for Historic Preservation, 2,811 historic structures
of national significance are in poor condition in the Park System. Fiscal common sense requires
the Park Service to embrace private preservation minded partners like Partners in Preservation to
stem the loss of historic resources.

The National Park Service Organic Act directs the National Park Service “to conserve the
scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the
enjoyment of same in such a manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations.” This directive presents a significant challenge for the National
Park Service which is currently responsible for conserving 27,000 historic and prehistoric
structures and 84 million acres of land.

The National Park Service is failing to fulfill its mandate to preserve the nation’s historic
resources. The National Park Service estimates that its deferred maintenance needs are currently
$10.8 billion, $3 billion of which is for structures listed on the National Register of Historic
Places. This staggering sum represents more than simply leaking rooftops, it represents the
potential loss of a historic legacy for future generations. Government funds alone will not
resolve this crisis. The Fiscal Year 2010 budget for the National Park Service is $3.16 billion.
The NPS request for Fiscal Year 2011 is $3.14 billion. Private funds are needed to save the
nation’s historic resources.

Historic leases provide an opportunity to attract private capital and expertise to the challenges of
preservation of park resources. Leases offer a cost effective tool to preserve historic park
structures that are underutilized and therefore at risk of deterioration. In a historic lease, the
lessee agrees to invest in the rehabilitation and maintenance of the leased structure in exchange
for the right to use the structure. A historic lease shifts the burden of maintenance to the lessee
for the duration of the lease term. Because many of the historic structures available for leasing
are not in pristine condition, many leases provide for lessee performed rehabilitation in lieu of
rent. Depending on the condition of the property at the beginning of the lease term, the lessee
may be required to pay rent. This much needed boost in revenue remains in the park to be used
for other park needs. Historic leases offer a win win solution because they provide for privately
funded preservation and maintenance and an opportunity for enhanced revenue for public park
purposes. A recent report prepared by the NPCA states that in fiscal year 2009, 26 parks reported
leasing revenue totaling $4.3 million.

The value of historic leases is not only in the dollars generated in revenue but also in value of
rehabilitating, restoring and maintaining park resources with private funds, saving taxpayer funds
for other national priorities. Given the current federal budget crisis, the National Park Service is
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unlikely to ever have all of the funds necessary to preserve the 27,000 National Register listed
structures within the Park System.

Unfortunately, the National Park Service has made only limited use of historic leases to date.
According to the most recent information available from Advisory Council of Historic
Preservation 2008 Progress Report, in Fiscal Year 2007, 48 parks leased a total of 147 historic
properties.’ This represents a small fraction of the historic properties eligible for historic leases.
Bureaucratic reluctance to embrace private preservation partners must be overcome to save
historic structures from demolition by neglect. As members of the Appropriations Subcommittee
with control over the Park Service’s budget, you have the opportunity to direct the Park Service
to pursue more historic leases or risk losing more of the nation’s historic assets.

The legal framework for historic leases is well established. Historic leases are authorized by
Section 111 of the National Historic Preservation Act and comprehensive regulations are
included in 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 18. In addition, Director’s Order 38, issued on
January 20, 2006, and the NPS Leasing Reference Manual, issued in 2005, provide substantial
regulatory guidance.

A recent report prepared by the Center for Park Management outlines the many benefits of
historic leases. Benefits include:

e Underutilized park structures are restored

s Provides funding for historic preservation and maintenance

¢ Provides NPS with option to offer preservation tax credits, as only income producing
properties are eligible

¢ NPS ownership of capital improvements made by the lessee

¢ Repairs, renovation and maintenance of park facilities and infrastructure

¢ Reduces workload for park maintenance staff

® Reduces liability for hazardous assets

e Additional revenue for park

e Park assets are refurbished with private sector development expertise and financing

e Assets continue to be well maintained, enhancing National Park Service mission

* Fosters economic growth in the local community

o Strengthens relationship between park and local business

* Advisory Council for Historic Preservation Progress Report dated September 30, 2008. Although there is no
current inventory of historic leases, there is an ongoing effort to collect this information and make it accessible to
park personnel.

2
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e Qutreach to cormnunity2

Historic leases have not been fully utilized in part because there is limited park-level knowledge
and understanding of the leasing authority and program. Local superintendents are faced with a
myriad of challenges and often lack the resources to explore creative solutions to management
challenges and yet they have a great deal of discretion to make decisions that can directly impact
whether a park’s historic resources survive. I have seen historic resources demolished by benign
neglect. Many park superintendents are unaware of historic leasing benefits and therefore do not
pursue this option. I personally have found it necessary to educate park personnel at the local
level about historic leases and the benefits they offer. Individual parks need to be encouraged to
educate themselves about historic leases and to proactively identify leasing opportunities.

The parks that have pursued historic leases are enthusiastic about the benefits and believe that
the program has real potential to address critical historic preservation needs. Historic leases have
been granted in the following parks:

Acadia National Park

Antietam National Battlefield

Appomattox Court House National Historic Park
Boston National Historical Park

Buffalo National River

Cape Cod National Seashore

Cape Lookout National Seashore

Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historic Park
Chickamauga & Chattanooga National Military Park
Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational Area
Golden Gate National Recreational Area
Grant-Kohrs Ranch National Historic Site
Herbert Hoover National Historic Site

Hopewell Culture National Historic Park

Horse Shoe Bend National Military Park

Hot Springs

Independence National Historic Park

Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore

John Day Fossil Beds

Keweenaw National Historic Park

Klondike Gold Rush

2 National Park Service Leasing Program Assessment Final Report: Finding and Recommendations by Kristen
McConnell, Stephanie Hester, Geoff Kish. November, 2010
3
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Lincoln Home National Historic Site

Lowell National Historic Park

Martin Luther King, Jr. National Historic Site
Pea Ridge National Military Park

San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park
Shiloh National Military Park

Statue of Liberty National Monument

Valley Forge National Historic Park’

These leases include historic structures of all sizes and types and agricultural land. Each lease is
crafted to the specific site’s needs but all of the leases require that any rehabilitation or
restoration work meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards guaranteeing only quality work.

Cumberland Island National Seashore offers a textbook example of how a historic lease could
enhance the preservation of the Seashore’s historic resources. The Seashore was established in
1972 “in order to provide for public outdoor recreation, use and enjoyment of ... shoreline, and
waters ... and to preserve related scenic, scientific, and historical values.” 16 U.S.C.459i. The
Seashore includes a myriad of diverse historic resources ranging from Native American shell
middens to large historic mansions. The National Park Service is responsible for the preservation
of 82 individual historic structures and 47 known archeological sites. In Fiscal Year 2009, the
Seashore spent $1.69 million on maintenance expenses ($841,993 from the Park’s operating
budget and $848,786 in one time funds) and yet these funds were inadequate, a fact
acknowledged by park personnel and outside advocacy organizations.* In December 2010, the
NPS gained control of the Grange and Beach Creek Dock House, two National Register listed
structures highly visible to visitors. The Park Service does not have a use for these structures nor
the funds to preserve them. Partners in Preservation is willing to invest the necessary funds to
rehabilitate these structures at an estimated cost of $1 million to ensure they are left “unimpaired
for future generations.” Other National Register listed structures within the Seashore have been
lost to demolition by neglect due to inadequate maintenance funds. A historic lease of these
structures would guarantee their preservation and alleviate the maintenance burden on the
National Park Service —a win, win, win for the public, the Park Service and future generations.

In sum, our nation’s heritage is at risk of being lost due to the lack of necessary public funds to
preserve and protect historic resources within the National Park System. If the National Park
Service embraces historic leases as a flexible, cost effective tool, many historic resources can be
saved for the benefit of future generations. The alternative is to leave future generations a
crumbling legacy of diminished historic resources and a loss of national heritage.

* Report of the National Park Service Sept.30,2004 pursuant to Executive Order 13287 “Preserve America”

Section 3 Improving Federal Agency Planning and Accountability

*# 2009 National Parks Conservation Association State of Parks Report for Cumberland Island National Seashore.
4
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Thanks for your testimony and the
work you do. We appreciate the private sector being involved in
much of this.

Ms. GRAVES. They can be a great partner.

Mr. SiMPSON. That is right. Thank you.

Next we have Trent Clark, Public Relations Affairs Director and
representing the Federation of State Humanities Councils. Wel-
come. He is from Idaho. Imagine that. Trent and I have been
friends for many, many years, and I appreciate you being here
today, Trent.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS

TRENT CLARK, PUBLIC AND GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS DIRECTOR, FED-
ERATION OF STATE HUMANITIES COUNCILS

Mr. CLARK. Thank you very much Congressman, and let me ex-
tend to you the greetings and well wishes of the other members of
the Idaho Humanities Council Board, many of whom are friends
and folks you know very well.

I was going to say for the benefit of the other members I might
introduce myself, but as you know, I also in my day job represent
Monsanto, who employs directly and indirectly roughly 3,000 Ida-
hoans in southeast Idaho. But it is my privilege to be a volunteer
on the Idaho Humanities Council.

I am here today representing the state humanities council, and
as that organization supporting the humanities budget request of
$167.5 million for the National Endowment for the Humanities. I
am here specifically to justify and explain the value that is
achieved to the taxpayers out of the $47 million of that budget that
is allocated to the endowment’s federal-state partnership. That is
the money that goes out to the 50 states and six territorial coun-
cils. In doing that, one thing I hope you do understand is, there is
tremendous bang for the buck achieved when that money is distrib-
uted out across the Nation. For every federal dollar that is invested
in that public federal-state partnership, there are 5% dollars that
are added then to it, so you get tremendous bang for the buck.

The remaining question then is with that highly leveraged im-
pact, what are you achieving? Well, here is my answer, and there
are five specific achievements. First of all, the council programs lift
our sights above the day-to-day grind to focus us on important
questions like where have we been and where are we going. In
Idaho, for example, we just had a council meeting where we distrib-
uted $85,000 in grants to projects all across the State of Idaho, and
those range from everything like the museum up in Bonners Ferry.
Have you been there, Congressman, where a local artist has paint-
ed portraits of all of the great figures of Bonners Ferry? And one
can go to that museum and basically learn the history of the com-
munity just by reading the captions under all of these portraits. In
Malad, we funded the Welch Festival which, as you know, is about
Malad’s only cultural event. I mean, it is the peak of society in
Malad, Idaho. And I am really looking forward to something we
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just voted to fund, and that is a recollection piece on the Fort
Bridger Treaty, which as, you know, Congressman, that Fort
Bridger Treaty and the history of it, the three times that it was
abrogated by the Federal Government and then the other three
times that we as a Nation walked in and renegotiated the treaty
actually explain why the culture of Fort Hall is the way that it is
today, and a good recollection of that history is critical for us to un-
derstand how to deal with the Sho-Ban Nation in this day and age.
So those are the kinds of things that are funded.

The second achievement that we get through the council pro-
grams is a reach into communities that are remote and otherwise
really difficult to penetrate with humanities content. I mentioned
Malad, for instance, the fact that if it were not for our council fund-
ing we would not have a Welch Festival in Malad. In 2010, council
programs reached an estimated 5,700 communities, and many of
them are in these rural areas where if it were not for the council-
supported projects, those projects are the communities’ annual hu-
manities education experience.

Let me give you an example. The Kansas Humanities Council
funded a project called Kansans Tell Their Stories, and through 64
grants in 55 different communities, the program then engaged over
314,000 Kansans in this dialog about where their history comes
from, and they participated either in person or online in oral his-
tories, research projects, museum exhibits. They even had tele-
vision series, podcasts and special speaker engagements.

In Kentucky, the Kentucky Chautauqua serves a very similar
purpose because through that program they bring characters por-
traying famous historical figures into classrooms and into gath-
erings where they can sort of examine the history through the eyes
and the minds of those particular characters. One such character,
for instance, is Lt. Anna Mac Clarke—no relation of mine—but was
the first African American officer to command white troops, and
kids now in Kentucky are able to hear this point of view. In fact,
through those presentations, 35,346 Kentucky schoolchildren have
had a chance to learn a little bit about their history.

Achievement three: Councils preserve and strengthen local insti-
tutions. That 5% dollars for every dollar invested I talked about,
that actually comes with tremendous grassroots outreach. It is one
of the ways that Congress supports what I consider to be one of the
greatest assets of the modern world, and that is that we have com-
munities with museums and libraries, and those museums and li-
braries are really the source of the information for the information
age. These local organizations receive a lot of their funding through
the state councils, and I can give you an example of Utah where
there are 255 museums where the museum curators have been able
to learn interpretation and the ability to put together informative
exhibits because of the Utah Council of Humanities funding.

Well, I may be out of time, Congressman, but I just would like
to conclude by saying that I want to confirm what the National En-
dowment for the Humanities Chairman Leach had to say about the
mission and role of the humanities funding, and that is to inspire
and sustain the essential element of a free society and self-govern-
ment, which is civil discourse. As our Nation steps up to answer
the challenges we face today, we will need more of that discourse,
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not less, and for that reason, we ask you to support us in carrying
out that mission by helping us fund the very activities that uplift
Americans in every corner of the Nation, in all walks of life, to
focus on the humanities in their community, their state and their
Nation. Thank you, Congressman.

[The statement of Trent Clark follows:]
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Testimony on behalf of the Federation of State Humanities Councils

Prepared for the House Appropriations Subcommittee on the Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies by Trent L. Clark, Director of Public and Government Affairs for Monsanto Company;
Board member, Idaho Humanities Council; Addressing the National Endowment for the
Humanities, April 1, 2011.

Mr, Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to present
testimony on behalf of the state humanities councils, the state affiliates of the National
Endowment for the Humanities. I am the Public Affairs Director with Monsanto, an agricultural
technology business whose western U.S. manufacturing is based in Soda Springs, Idaho, and [
am here to support the humanities community request for FY 2012 of $167.5 million for the
National Endowment for the Humanities, including $47 million for the Federal-State Partnership
(combining the FY 2010 levels of $40.3 million through the Federal/State Partnership and $6.8
million through We the People).

As a businessman, I understand the importance of investment, and this is what the state council
funding is—an investment in our communities. But what an investment! The $47 million in
funding for the state councils is allocated among the 56 councils and goes directly to the states
for activities that educate and engage individuals and strengthen our communities. Our heritage,
our culture, our stories, our ideals and values matter, and funding for what defines us as a people
is as vital to our nation as is an investment in science and technology.

I also understand the importance of maximizing the return on investment, and this is what the
state humanities councils do with the federal funds they administer. As full partners of the NEH,
councils receive their core funding through the Federal/State Partnership line of the NEH budget
and use that fumding to leverage additional funds from such sources as state government,
foundations, corporations, and private individuals. In 2010, every federal dollar the councils
awarded through grants to local institutions leveraged, on average, $5.50 in local contributions.
Councils further extend their resources by forming programming partnerships with organizations
and institutions throughout their states. As a taxpayer, I applaud the care with which councils
use these funds; as a citizen, I appreciate the many benefits Americans gain through their
programs. The funding you allocate to the state humanities councils represents an investment in
the nation’s communities, cultural and civic organizations, and educational infrastructure.

There are a number of other reasons that maintaining the current funding level for the state
humanities councils is so important at this critical time.

1) Council programs educate citizens across the country every day. In my home state of
Idaho, the Idaho Humanities Council awards over $200,000 annually in grants. At arecent
meeting, the council fielded an unprecedented number of requests for grant support and awarded
more than $85,000 to organizations to fund programs ranging from new museum exhibits in
Bonners Ferry in Idaho’s panhandle to a Welsh cultural festival in Malad in southeast Idaho, and
from a project launched by the Fort Hall Shoshoni-Bannock Reservation exploring the history of
the Fort Bridger Treaty to community-wide reading programs in Rexburg and Lewiston. In 2011
and 2012 the council will sponsor a tour of the Smithsonian traveling exhibit, “The Way We
Worked,” about the history of work in America, to six Idaho communities—Priest River,
McCall, Coeur d’Alene, Burley, Twin Falls, and Bonners Ferry. The council will also sponsor
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lectures by journalists and historians in three Idaho cities. These are examples from just one state
of the array of council programs. The councils make education an accessible community
experience, at very low or no cost.

2) Council programs reach communities in every corner of the states. In 2010 council
programs reached 5,700 communities, many of them in rural areas where council programs were
the only cultural or educational programs available to the citizens. These programs are tailored to
the needs of the state and are often designed by local institutions and organizations. The Kansas
Humanities Council, for example, in 2004 launched an initiative called “Kansans Tell Their
Stories” to support projects allowing citizens of the state to explore their heritage and traditions.
The initiative has so far supported 64 grant programs in 55 communities, engaging 314,440
Kansans either in person or online, in community-initiated programs including oral histories,
research projects, museum exhibitions, television series, podcasts, and special speakers. As the
librarian who hosted one of these programs said, “We can keep the doors open and provide basic
services, but it’s the Kansas Humanities Council programs and projects that really kick us up a
notch and enhance our library and community.”

Since 1992, the Kentucky Humanities Council’s Kentucky Chautauqua has educated citizens
about the state’s history, heritage, and culture through engaging presentations by scholars
portraying famous figures, such as Henry Clay and George Rogers Clark, and lesser-known but
important Kentuckians such as Lt. Anna Mac Clarke, who was the first African American officer
to command white troops. From 2008 to 2010, 726 Kentucky Chautauqua presentations took
place, serving all of the state’s 120 counties and engaging 53,000 adults. During the same
period, the Kentucky Chautauqua classroom programs provided education in American history
and civics for 35,346 Kentucky schoolchildren.

Many programs and activities supported by council grants simply would not happen if council
funding disappeared; citizens in thousands of communities across the country would be deprived
of opportunities to learn about the events and ideas that shaped their state and nation.

3) Councils preserve and strengthen local institutions. Councils are the primary support
structure for culture across their states. Over the past few years, as the economic downturn hit
one organization after another, council grants and collaborations have made it possible for these
organizations to continue providing programs that kept their communities vibrant. Because of
the collaborations forged by state humanities councils, 175 organizations in each state, on
average, were able to continue to serve their citizens. The councils are particularly effective at
providing support that builds the professionalism of community institutions and organizations.
A prime illustration is the Museum Interpretation Initiative in Utah, which helps Utah’s 255
museums strengthen their interpretation skills, create more effective exhibitions, provide more
sophisticated learning experiences for their own community residents, and attract tourists to the
area. A curator at one of the participating museums told the council, “Our museum’s capacity to
provide interpretive programming has increased tremendously. Rather than just throwing
together displays, we now know how to create interpretive exhibits, and supplement them with
interactive elements, self-guides, and more educational tours and programs. I think we have
become a very different and better museum.”
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Museums and libraries are among the most important institutions in any community, and state
humanities councils are principal supporters of both. Since 2009 the California Council for the
Humanities, with financial support from NEH and the California State Library, has worked with
the County Library Systems to train librarians to facilitate dialogue in their communities.
Librarians in the participating systems develop their own programs and lead discussions of
importance to their communities. As evidence of the benefits of this program to the libraries
themselves, the Riverside Library System reported in 2009 that all 34 libraries in their system
had formed new partnerships, forged closer relationships with civic and political leaders,
attracted new volunteers, and strengthened professional relationships with other library branches.
The initiative provided citizens of the communities with an opportunity for highly participatory
conversations in a welcoming atmosphere about important questions affecting their day-to-day
lives, while also transforming libraries into vital community centers.

4) Councils support K-12 education. In this economic climate, state budget cuts are not just
killing innovative programs for students and teachers but in some states are eroding such basic
programs as history, civics, and social studies. Councils are the only resource in many states
providing professional development for teachers and are often the only entity providing support
for civics education, an increasingly important area of learning for students. The state of Rhode
Island recognized the seriousness of this need several years ago and created a commission that
developed standards for civic education, but at the time, the fiscal environment made it
impossible to implement the standards. A year ago the Rhode Island Council for the Humanities
revived this effort with a statewide initiative called “Democracy Demands Wisdom: Grants for
Civic Education.” Grants have been awarded to fund professional development for teachers,
creation of curricular materials, and creative opportunities for students to learn about their
responsibilities as citizens in a democracy.

Engaged and well-educated teachers are essential to ensure that our nation’s classrooms are a
creative and vibrant learning environment. Humanities Texas offers a “Teacher Enrichment
Program,” which enables classroom teachers to study important topics in U.S. and Texas history
with the nation’s leading scholars. This program helps teachers expand their mastery of the
subjects they teach and provides instructional resources such as facsimiles of historical
documents and photographs as well as digital and online resources. The council actively recruits
early-career teachers working in low-performing schools, thereby serving those in greatest need
of training. Of the 492 teachers who participated last year, 85 percent teach in schools, districts,
or areas in which students struggle on statewide assessments, and 54 percent have just five years
or less of classroom experience.

Councils also provide grounding for teachers in subjects of specific importance to the students of
their state. Last year the Ohio Humanities Council offered a two-week summer institute for
teachers called “A People and their Homeland: the Miami Tribe,” which immersed teachers in
the cultural history of the Miami as well the natural history of the tribe’s ancestral land, plants
and animals.

Despite severe cutbacks in public education recently enacted by the Idaho State Legislature, the
Idaho Humanities Council, with sufficient federal funding, will continue to provide
transformative opportunities for K-12 teachers, including annual intensive week-long residential
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summer institutes exploring such topics as Native American literature, the works of Mark Twain
and Ernest Hemingway, the U.S. Constitution, Idaho history, and the presidencies of Abraham
Lincoln and Thomas Jefferson. But the council already receives far more applications than it can
accommodate each year, and a reduction of federal funding will further harm this program.

5) Councils help build understanding of community history and identity. The local history
and heritage programs councils support are of tremendous value to the residents of the state,
helping not only to promote understanding of the challenges and triumphs individual
communities have experienced but also to unite them. A program funded by the Oklahoma
Humanities Council, entitled “Drought, Determination, and Displacement: A Dust Bowl
Symposium,” offered a day-long event that included lectures, exhibits, films, and oral histories
commenmorating the 75™ anniversary of Black Sunday, the day the worst “duster” struck the area.
Humanities scholars helped guide 675 individuals from Panhandle counties through an
exploration of the cultural, social, and economic legacy of the Dust Bowl in one of its hardest hit
areas. The program enabled citizens of all ages to explore a difficult but important period,
engage in dialogue with their neighbors, and learn from the leading humanities scholars in the
field. One participant commented, “This program was valuable since younger people need to
know and understand the past.” The financing of the program was itself a demonstration of
community cooperation—and of the multiplier effect of the federal dollars awarded by councils:
a $7,000 grant from the council leveraged $50,960 from a local community foundation that
included funds from several local banks, the local library, a utility company, and local citizens.

The Wyoming Humanities Council’s “A Wyoming Conversation” program several years ago
drew more than 60,000 citizens into facilitated conversations in twelve communities on changes
affecting Wyoming. The council followed this up in subsequent years with conversations on
three topics of particular importance to the citizens of the state—family, newcomers, and the
balance between preservation and development. These conversations were launched through a
variety of formats, including radio programs, theater productions, newspaper editorials, and a
public television forum with the Governor and First Lady participating in a citizen panel.

Council programs play a valuable role in helping communities put current issues in historical
context. In 2008 the Tompkins County legislature approved a comprehensive county-wide plan
to achieve an 80 percent reduction of carbon emissions by 2050. The New York Council for the
Humanities funded an exhibit to educate residents about the local environmental sustainability
movement. Displayed in the History Center in Tompkins County, it drew from a series of public
programs involving experts and concerned citizens. The exhibit narrative spans hundreds of
years, from the contributions of the Haudensaunee, or Iroquois, to the creation of local
environmental and energy efficiency organizations, and illustrates the evolving meaning of
environmental sustainability.

To help meet growing needs in their communities, councils have steadily expanded and
diversified their funding base over the past decade, but the federal investment in these programs
is critical to their ability to leverage other funds and maintain their core operations. We are
asking you to provide funding that will allow them to continue to build on that federal
investment to serve the citizens of your states and those of your colleagues across the nation.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, and thanks for your testimony. One of
the concerns—I have been a fan of Jim Leach’s for a long time. I
have served with him here in Congress and we spent hours to-
gether talking about a variety of things, both in my office and in
his, and in this C.R. that we are passing, obviously the arts and
humanities got cut somewhat. We were able to prevent some of the
dramatic cuts that we were fearful would happen. Is there concern
that as resources go down from the state humanities councils that
those grants that go to states will be reduced rather than the
Washington, D.C., bureaucracy, if you want to call it that, that it
will be fed back to the states, the cuts? Is there concern about that?

Mr. CLARK. Well, there is concern primarily because there is so
much value to be achieved through the partnership process. I
mean, just from the examples I have given you, Congressman, the
on-the-ground effect of the National Endowment for the Human-
ities is so leveraged in these local grants. It would be a shame to
lose that leveraging by not having those funds flow down into these
small rural programs.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thanks. Thanks for being here today, Trent. I ap-
preciate it very much.

Mr. CLARK. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next we have Dr. Michael Brintall, the President
of the National Humanities Alliance.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS
MICHAEL BRINTALL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL HUMANITIES ALLIANCE

Mr. BrRINTALL. Mr. Chairman, thank you for having me. I am
here on behalf of the National Humanities Alliance. Our members
are 104 scholarly associations, professional associations, institu-
tions that represent tens of thousands of scholars, professors, cura-
tors, other professionals working in the humanities. I am the elect-
ed president. I am a political scientists and I am also the Executive
Director of the American Political Science Association.

We as the federation urge the subcommittee to fund the NEH at
the fiscal year 2010 level of $167.5 million. Our written testimony
includes some discussion of that. And in response to the points you
are raising, the NEH is a small agency that does a very big job and
in fact does three big jobs. We have been hearing about those here.
It protects and preserves cultural resources, it facilitates broad
public engagement with the Nation’s heritage, and it supports basic
scholarly research and education in the humanities, and that is the
point I want to emphasize here, but it does all of this on a remark-
ably small budget, and we cannot risk cutbacks that would enfeeble
any one of those activities nor I think compel a situation that
would compel sacrificing one for the others. So even modest cuts
can have crippling effects when they are spread across those roles.

I started my career wanting to be a city planner. I thought the
cities needed help. I thought the solution would be easy and that
planning and civil engineering would fix things up. I went to MIT
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in 1968 to study city planning. As I began to study the urban
issues, I discovered that urban affairs was really a humanities
problem. Urban issues are grounded in neighborhoods. Sometimes
they followed folk traditions. Progress required mechanisms for
people to work together with civility. Everything was planned with
local history. We could learn a lot from other places and times
about how local government can respond creatively.

So in the end, my studies shifted to humanities and social
sciences with the same interest in helping cities but no longer
thinking it would be easy. The humanities alert us to hard prob-
lems and then they help us to address them. As I started those
studies, I happened to spend a summer on a ranch in the West,
and this had a big effect on me too, and it was not Idaho, it was
Montana

Mr. SimpPsoON. Close enough.

Mr. BRINTALL. Close enough. Where I debated urban issues with
ranchers and was schooled in values of individual responsibility
and property rights, and I saw how we all have a common stake
as a Nation in each other’s so-called local concerns. I came away
from this academic and this real-world introduction to the human-
ities with a deep respect for shared ideas and the gathering of evi-
dence about them and for public engagement across the country
and across diverse issues, and I realized that this individual expe-
rience that I had is what the NEH really affords the whole Nation.

Public support made a big difference in those studies as they do
for many scholars. I had veterans benefits, for which I am deeply
grateful. I had other Federal Government support for my graduate
work. I am deeply appreciative that the public had invested in the
promise of my career and in turn my career as a scholar, as a
teacher and as a public official has been shaped by a conviction
that I was charged with a public responsibility. If the NEH is af-
forded the resources it needs to support new generations of schol-
ars and teachers, I can attest that they too will repay the invest-
ment for a lifetime.

The humanities are essential in their own right but they are also
essential partners for economic and scientific progress and for our
national security. Let me give one quick illustration. General David
Petraeus holds a PhD in political science. He recently received one
of the highest honors in the American Political Science Association
for his career. In his remarks, he emphasized that national security
is a humanities problem. He emphasizes the study of humanities
for young officers around him, urging they know and study history,
language, and local cultures in order to meet our contemporary na-
tional security challenges.

With its broad mission, the NEH is the focal point for national
attention on the role the humanities can play for the Nation, align-
ing scholarship and teaching with preservation and public engage-
ment. In framing this mission, NEH Chairman Jim Leach has de-
scribed the leadership role of the NEH in two important ways: that
it builds infrastructure for ideas, just as we do at the National
Science Foundation and with other research agencies, and it leads
in the democratization of ideas, expanding scholarly knowledge of
our history and culture in ways that are shared with active public
engagement.
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We are grateful for the strong bipartisan support that this sub-
committee has shown the NEH in the past, and we hope you will
consider the strongest possible support for it in 2012.

[The statement of Michael Brintall follows:]
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Public Witness Testimony

Submitted to the Interior, Environment & Related Agencies Subcommittee,
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives

Regarding FY 2012 Funding for the National Endowment for the Humanities
Michael Brintnall-President, National Humanities Alliance (April 1, 2011)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

On behalf of the National Humanities Alliance (NHA) and its 104 member organizations and
institutions, we write to express strong support for the National Endowment for the Humanities
(NEH). Our members, and the thousands of teachers, scholars, humanities organizations and
institutions they represent, use NEH grants to maintain a strong system of academic research,
education and public programs in the humanities. For FY 2012, we respectively urge the
Subcommittee to continue funding for the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) at
the FY 2010 enacted level of $167.5 million.

Overview

As you know, the President’s FY 2012 Budget proposes $146.3 million in funding for NEH,
including $118.2 million for program funds and $28.0 million for administration. This
represents an overall cut of $21.2 million (about 13%) from the NEH’s FY 2010 budget level.
For NEH program funds (which support grants at the national and state levels), the President’s
budget represents an even deeper decrease of $21.8 million (about 16%) from the FY 2010 level
of $140 million. We do not support the cuts proposed by the Administration, and are especially
concerned about the deep erosion of funds that the President’s Budget represents for NEH
competitive grants nationwide.

In recent years, the National Humanities Alliance has proposed significant new funding to help
rebuild and expand NEH programs, that were cut dramatically in the mid-1990s. We recognize
the seriousness of the fiscal situation faced by Congress and the Administration, and understand
that now is not the time to request an increase for this agency. However, we do not believe that
cutting a relatively small discretionary program like NEH—which represents a tiny fraction of
the federal budget and plays such an important role—is the solution to the current crisis.

» While much smaller than many of its counterparts in the federal government, such as the
National Science Foundation, NEH is the lead federal agency tasked with advancing and
preserving knowledge in a broad range of academic fields, and it plays a central role in
supporting the nation’s education and research infrastructure.

e NEH grants support high-quality resources, materials, and programs that reach
individuals and communities in every state and district in this country.

¢ NEH funding is an extremely efficient investment of taxpayer funds, with most NEH
grants leveraging significant direct or indirect non-federal support.

A $22 million cut to NEH will have a significant and detrimental impact on the ability of this
agency to fulfill its mission to the American people, without resolving the deficit in any
meaningful way. Moreover, these cuts will deprive the American people of critical resources at
a time when they are needed more than ever.
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Importance of the Humanities

The public value of the humanities is unquestioned. They enrich individual lives, they bring
communities together, they underpin our civic institutions, they bring forth our history and our
shared values, they make possible how our heritage is understood and preserved, and they
support a broadly educated and competitive workforce.

The humanities encompass a broad range of fields—including the study of languages, linguistics,
literature, history, law, government, philosophy, archaeology, comparative religion, ethics, and
more. From the basic building blocks of early education, to the highest levels of academic
attainment, humanities fields provide essential skills and competencies, and support critical
modes of thought. Students who get a sound humanities education, focused on careful reading
and disciplined writing, do better in all fields of study, and are sought after by employers. Study
and knowledge of the humanities prepare us to become active and informed citizens, as well as
to succeed in the increasingly competitive, and global workforce.

Almost all sectors and trades depend on a U.S. workforce with access to high-quality education
in humanities fields across the educational continuum. But the humanities workforce itself is
significant, with more than 2.5 million Americans directly engaged in a broad range of
humanities professions—K-12 teachers, college/university faculty, museum curators, librarians,
translators, news analysts, and others. This figure does not include the many trades that require
professionals with advanced aptitude or training in the humanities, such as: advertising,
marketing, public administration, law, national security, intelligence, international trade, arts,
entertainment, science, engineering, health, and more.

Finally, the humanities represent areas of expertise vital to addressing complex policy
challenges—from informing medical ethics, to understanding the root causes of world hunger, to
fighting illiteracy. And they support capacities especially relevant to the 21st century:
knowledge of world cultures, religions, and languages; understanding of U.S. history and
democratic traditions; and humanistic perspectives to evaluate the implications of scientific and
technological advances.

National Needs

As the NEH founding legislation recognizes, there is a clear federal role in supporting the
humanities, just as there is for the sciences and other fields: “An advanced civilization must not
limit its efforts to science and technology alone, but must give full value and support to the other
great branches of scholarly and cultural activity in order to achieve a better understanding of the
past, a better analysis of the present, and a better view of the future.” At a time of rapid
globalization, technological development, and severe economic challenges, the wisdom of this
statement is as evident today — if not more so — than it was almost fifty years ago.

According to many corporate executives, higher education leaders, and other experts, the U.S.
liberal arts curriculum in our nation’s schools, colleges, and universities is at risk. The U.S. has a
long tradition of fostering broad access to education that integrates learning across the sciences,
mathematics, and the humanities. Even as we move away from this approach, it is aggressively
being emulated by China and other nations around the world who have identified this aspect of
our educational system as a unique driver of U.S. economic leadership and innovation in the last
century.
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In recent studies, employers rank reading and writing as top deficiencies in new hires, with more
than a third of employers finding high school graduates “deficient” in reading comprehension,
and “written communications” topping the list of applied skills found lacking in high school and
college graduates. This comes at a real cost—with annual spending on remedial writing courses
estimated at more than $3.1 billion for large corporations and $221 million for state employers.

As the impact of the recession continues to be felt around the country, many Americans are
turning to further education, and local resources like libraries, museums, and state humanities
councils as a means of finding jobs, and connecting with their communities at a time of crisis.
‘While demand for their services increases, many non-profit humanities institutions and
organizations are struggling to maintain access to programs, due to continued constriction of
traditional revenue sources (e.g., endowments, private giving, state and local funding). School
districts are cutting back on teachers and course offerings, and many colleges and universities—
especially public institutions—have closed humanities departments or cut back on full-time
instructors, despite growing wait-lists for basic courses like writing and history.

The NEH Role

The NEH is the lead federal agency with the mission to create, preserve, and disseminate
knowledge in the humanities that is essential for the achievements described above. Each year,
NEH awards hundreds of competitive, peer-reviewed grants to a broad range of nonprofit
educational organizations and institutions, and to individual scholars, throughout the country.
Grantees include: universities, four- and two-year colleges, humanities centers, research
institutes, museums, historical societies, libraries, archives, scholarly associations, K-12 schools,
local education agencies, public television/film/radio producers, and more. These grants help
support educational advancement, professional development, jobs and institutional activities for
thousands of students, teachers, faculty, and others engaged in the humanities in communities
across the U.S. every year.

As noted above, we are especially concerned about the decline in funding for NEH competitive
grants. From the community’s perspective, NEH competitive grants fall into two categories:

e ‘Core Programs’ (Research, Education, Preservation, Digital Humanities, Challenge
Grants, and Public Programs)
e ‘Special Initiatives’ (Bridging Cultures, We the People)

NEH grants are known for their quality, and their ability to leverage significant non-federal
funding for humanities projects nationwide. They are also extremely competitive. Annually,
demand for humanities project support through NEH far exceeds funding available. In FY 2010,
NEH received 5,205 competitive grant applications representing more than $515 million in
requested funds (a 20% increase in the number of applications submitted for the previous year).
Of these, NEH was able to fund only 16.6% of the proposals submitted. This is too low, when
compared to recent rates as high as 32% reported by grant-making agencies like the National
Science Foundation (NSF), and means that excellent work vital to the humanities is unable to go
forward.

Examples of underfunded NEH grant programs include: fellowships and collaborative research,
digital humanities projects; professional development for teachers and faculty, preservation of
historically-significant collections; public film, radio, television, and digital media projects; and
challenge grants to build institutional capacity and leverage non-federal support.
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Impact of the President’s Budget Request

Competitive Programs—Unfortunately, the President’s Budget for FY 2012 would deeply and
disproportionately cut NEH competitive grants. Collectively, total funding provided for
competitive grants through the NEH Core Programs (listed above) would decrease from $79.6
million in FY 2010 to $70.8 million in FY 2012-an $8.7 million (or 11%) cut. In addition, the
President’s Budget terminates We the People, an initiative launched in 2004 to advance
understanding of U.S. history and culture (funded at $14.5 million in FY 2010). Since its
inception, We the People has been structured to redirect funds across NEH programs and
divisions. But by cutting We the People, rather than allocating its resources to the NEH
programs that underpin it, the budget proposal further weakens NEH core programs. While
amounts have varied annually, in recent years, NEH core programs have received, on average,
roughly half of We the People funds ($7.4 million in FY 2010). Factoring in termination of We
the People, we estimate the total impact of the President’s Budget on NEH competitive grants
would be a reduction of at least $16 million (or 18%).

Looked at over a longer time frame, the situation is even more difficult. Funding for NEH
competitive grants through the national core programs is very low compared to past years, and
we cannot let it fall further behind. In FY 1994 (the nominal funding peak for the NEH),
collectively, funding for these programs was provided at $116.4 million. Adjusted for inflation,
this would be equivalent to $173.7 million in today’s dollars-more than double the current level.

Special Initiatives—The President’s Budget would provide modest, new funding of $4 million for
the agency’s Bridging Cultures initiative, a program developed by NEH Chairman Jim Leach to
enhance Americans’ understanding of the nation’s rich cultural heritage, as well as the cultural
complexity of the world in which we live. The National Humanities Alliance has advocated for
many years for expansion of the agency’s programmatic coverage in areas of international
education, global competency, and cultural understanding, and we welcome this effort.

NEH Federal/State Partnership—NEH extends its reach through annual operating grants to state
humanities councils located in every state and U.S. territory. For FY 2012, the Administration
has requested $40.1 million, a nominal decrease of $270,000 from the FY 2010 enacted level.
There is a significant decrease, however, when also factoring in the termination of We the
People, of a total of roughly $7 million (or 15%).

Conclusion

This Subcommittee stands as steward to many of our nation’s greatest shared natural and cultural
resources. We recognize that Congress faces unprecedented and difficult choices in this and
coming years. Nevertheless, we ask the Subcommittee to consider the demonstrated
contributions of the National Endowment for the Humanities, and the importance of continued
funding for the humanities through NEH as an investment in the nation’s long-term economic
recovery and competitiveness, the strength and vitality of our civic institutions, the preservation
and understanding of our diverse cultural heritage, and the lives of our citizens. Thank you for
consideration of our request, and for your past and continued support for the humanities.

Founded in 1981, the National Humanities Alliance is a coalition of nonprofit organizations and
institutions dedicated to the advancement of education, research, preservation and public
programs (www.nhalliance.org).
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for your testimony. We will certainly
look at that. As I have said many times, I am a fan of the NEH
and the NEA and sometimes they need defending. I am interested,
though, that you were a political science major and David Petraeus
was. I was a political science major in college when I first went and
I did not know what to do with political science, how I was going
to make a living, so ultimately I went into dentistry and look at
where I ended up.

Mr. BRINTALL. I am glad it stuck.

Mr. SiMPSON. It is kind of strange. You wanted to be an urban
planner. My first job in politics, I was on the city council, a local
city council, and you are right, that is where the rubber hits the
road, and someone once advised me, if you are ever going to do
anything else in politics, you have to get off the city council be-
cause if you are there long enough, you are going to make every-
body mad.

Thank you for being here today. We appreciate your testimony.

Next we have Ken Burns, who probably needs no introduction,
a famous award-winning documentary filmmaker. Just this last
weekend on PBS they had your Civil War series on again that they
were reshowing. It is one of the first series I ever bought when it
first came out because it was such a great—if you were not a stu-
dent of the Civil War before that series, you certainly made a lot
of students across the country of the Civil War. And also, thank
you for your series on the national parks. It is very important, and
I have talked with the National Park Service and others, that we
teach future generations about our national parks, where they
came from and why they are there because they really are the
crown jewels. So thank you for being here today.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS
KEN BURNS, AWARD-WINNING DOCUMENTARY FILMMAKER

Mr. BURNS. It is my pleasure, Mr. Chairman, and I thank you
for the tremendous honor of having the opportunity to spend a few
minutes with you today.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet.

Mr. BURNS. Let me say from the outset, as a film producer but
also a father of four daughters increasingly concerned about the
too-often-dangerous landscape of our popular culture that I am a
passionate, lifelong supporter of the NEH and its unique role in
helping to stitch our exquisite and often fragile culture together
and in helping to foster creativity and scholarship and trans-
mission of the best of that culture to future generations.

Few institutions provide such a direct grassroots way for our citi-
zens to participate in the shared glories of their common past, in
the power of the priceless ideals that have animated our remark-
able republic and our national life for more than 200 years and in
the inspirational life of the mind and the heart that an engagement
with the arts and humanities always provides. It is my whole-
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hearted belief that anything that threatens this institution weak-
ens our country. It is as simple as that.

For more than 30 years, I have been producing historical docu-
mentary films celebrating the special messages American history
continually directs our way. The subjects of these films range from
the construction of the Brooklyn Bridge and the Statue of Liberty
to the life of the turbulent Southern demagogue Huey Long, from
the graceful architecture of the Shakers to the history of our na-
tional parks, from the sublime pleasures and unexpected lessons of
our national pastime and jazz to the searing, transcendent experi-
ences of the Civil War and the second World War, from biographies
on Thomas Jefferson and Lewis and Clark to Frank Lloyd Wright,
Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Mark Twain. I even made a film on
the history of this magnificent Capitol building and the much-
maligned institution that is charged with conducting the people’s
business.

Mr. SiMPSON. That would be the Senate.

Mr. BURNS. Throughout my professional life, I have been fortu-
nate to work closely with the National Endowment for nearly every
film that I have done. I first received an NEH grant in 1979 as I
embarked on my first project for public television, that same film
about the Brooklyn Bridge. At this very early stage of my profes-
sional life, the experience of competing successfully for an NEH
grant helped me set high standards of excellence in filmmaking but
also writing and scholarship and even budgeting. Over the years,
I would apply many times to the NEH for support under a variety
of projects; working with NEH staff and humanities scholars as-
signed to the projects ensured that my projects stayed true to rig-
orous intellectual standards and reached a broad, receptive audi-
ence of tens of millions of Americans. This interaction has been a
powerful influence on my work. Without a doubt, my films would
not have been made without the endowments. My series on the
Civil War, for instance, would not have been possible without early
and substantial support from the NEH, support, Mr. Chairman,
which I have long ago repaid. The NEH provided one of the
project’s largest grants, more than a third of its budget, thereby at-
tracting other funders. This rigorously earned imprimatur helped
me to convince private foundations, corporations and other public
funders that my films were worthy of their support.

But above and beyond these facts, there is a larger argument to
be made, one that is rooted in our Nation’s history. Since the begin-
ning of this country, our government has been involved in sup-
porting the arts and the diffusion of knowledge, which was deemed
as critical to our future as roads and dams and bridges. Early on,
Thomas Jefferson and other Founding Fathers knew that the pur-
suit of happiness did not mean a hedonistic search for pleasure in
the marketplace of things but an active involvement of the mind
in the higher aspects of human endeavor, namely education, music,
the arts and history, a marketplace of ideas.

Congress supported the journey of Lewis and Clark as much to
explore the natural, biological, ethnographic and cultural landscape
of our expanding Nation as to open up a new trading route to the
Pacific. Congress supported numerous geographical, artistic, photo-
graphic and biological expeditions to nearly every corner of the de-
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veloping West. Congress funded through the Farms Security Ad-
ministration the work of Walker Evans and Dorothea Lange and
other great photographers who captured for posterity the terrible
human cost of our Depression and Dust Bowl, the latter project I
am working on that just received a grant from the National En-
dowment for the Humanities.

With Congress’s great insight, NEH was born and grew to its
startlingly effective maturity, echoing the same time-honored sense
that our government has an interest in helping to sponsor commu-
nication, art and education just as it sponsors commerce. We are
not talking about a free ride but a priming of the pump, a way to
get the juices flowing, a collaboration between the government and
the private sector, which if you will permit me, reminds me of a
story. In the late 1980s, I was invited to a reception at the White
House and had the great honor of meeting President Ronald
Reagan. I told him I was a PBS producer working on a history of
the Civil War. His eyes twinkled with a palpable delight as he re-
called watching as a young boy the parades of ever-aging Union
veterans marching down the main street of Dixon, Illinois, on suc-
cessive Fourth of Julys. Then in almost an admonishment, he
spoke to me about the need, no, the responsibility, he said, for a
private sector-governmental partnership when it came to public
broadcasting and the humanities. His Administration, by the way,
as you know, was very supportive of these longstanding institu-
tions. I told him that nearly a third of my budget for the Civil War
series came from a large American corporation, a third from pri-
vate foundations and a third from the National Endowment for the
Humanities, an agency then expertly led by Lynne Cheney, the
wife of our former Vice President. He smiled and held me by the
shoulders the way an affectionate uncle might do and his eyes
twinkled again. “Good work,” he said, “I look forward to seeing
your film.” And after it was first broadcast in 1990, he sent me the
loveliest of notes about how much he and Nancy had enjoyed it.

Mr. Chairman, the new proposals to defund or severely cut the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting and the National Endowments
for the Humanities and Arts will literally put us, me, out of busi-
ness, period, and somewhere, I imagine, it will erase that twinkle
in Ronald Reagan’s eyes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the chance
to express my thoughts this morning.

[The statement of Ken Burns follows:]
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House Testimony of Ken Burns
President, Florentine Films
Washington, DC
4-14-11

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: Itis an honor
for me to appear before you today on behalf of the National
Endowment for the Humanities, and [ am grateful that you have
given me this opportunity to express my thoughts.

Let me say from the outset--as a film producer and as a father
of four daughters increasingly concerned about the sometimes
dangerous landscape of our television environment--thatfam a
passionate life-long supporter of the NEH and its unique role in
helping to stitch our exquisite and often fragile culture together,
and in fostering creativity and scholarship and the transmission of
the best of that culture to future generations.

Few institutions provide such a direct, grassroots way for our
citizens to participate in the shared glories of their common past, in
the power of the priceless ideals that have animated our remarkable
republic and our national life for more than two hundred years, and
in the inspirational life of the mind and the heart that an
engagement with the arts and humanities always provides. Itis my
wholehearted belief that anything that threatens this institution
weakens our country. Itis as simple as that.

For more than 30 years | have been producing historical
documentary films, celebrating the special messages American
history continually directs our way. The subjects of these films
range from the construction of the Brooklyn Bridge and the Statue
of Liberty to the life of the turbulent demagogue Huey Long; from
the graceful architecture of the Shakers to the history of our
national parks; from the sublime pleasures and unexpected lessons
of our national pastime and Jazz to the searing, transcendent
experience of our Civil War and the Second World War; from
Thomas Jefferson and Lewis and Clark to Frank Lloyd Wright,
Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Mark Twain. I even made a film on the
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history of this magnificent Capitol building and the much-maligned
institution that is charged with conducting the people's business.

Throughout my professional life, I have been fortunate to
work closely with the National Endowment for the Humanities.
Nearly all of my films have been produced with the support and
encouragement of the National Endowment for the Humanities,
either at the state or national level. I first received an NEH grant in
1979, as | embarked on my first project for public television, a film
about the construction of the Brooklyn Bridge. At this very early
stage of my career, the experience of competing successfully for an
NEH grant helped me set high standards of excellence...in
filmmaking, writing, scholarship, and even budgeting.

Over the years, | would apply many times to the NEH for
support on a variety of projects. Working with NEH staff and
humanities scholars ensured that my projects stayed true to
rigorous intellectual standards and reached a broad, receptive
audience of Americans. This interaction has been a powerful
influence on my work.

Without a doubt, my work would not have been possible
without the Endowments. My series on the Civil War, for instance,
could not have been made without early and substantial support
from the NEH, support which I have long ago repaid to the
Endowment. The NEH provided one of the project’s largest grants,
thereby attracting a host of other funders. This rigorously earned
imprimatur helped me to convince private foundations,
corporations, and other public funders that my films were worthy of
their support. NEH involvement helped me in every aspect of the
production, and, through unrelated grants to other institutions,
they helped restore the archival photographs we would use to tell
our histories. Much of the seminal research our scholars provided
also came from NEH-supported projects. And NEH’s interest in our
progress ensured at critical junctures that we did not stray into
myth or hagiography. [ am extremely grateful for all those things.

But above and beyond these facts, there is a larger argument
to be made—one that is rooted in our nation’s history. Since the
beginning of this country, our government has been involved in
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supporting the arts and the diffusion of knowledge, which was
deemed as critical to our future as roads and dams and bridges.
Early on, Thomas Jefferson and the other founding fathers knew
that the pursuit of happiness did not mean a hedonistic search for
pleasure in the marketplace of things, but an active involvement of
the mind in the higher aspects of human endeavor--namely
education, music, the arts, and history—a marketplace of ideas.
Congress supported the journey of Lewis and Clark as much to
explore the natural, biological, ethnographic, and cultural landscape
of our expanding nation as to open up a new trading route to the
Pacific. Congress supported numerous geographical, artistic,
photographic, and biological expeditions to nearly every corner of
the developing West. Congress funded, through the Farm Securities
Administration, the work of Walker Evans and Dorothea Lange and
other great photographers who captured for posterity the terrible
human cost of the Depression and Dust Bowl—the latter a project ]
am working on that just received a grant from the NEH.

With Congress's great insight NEH was born and grew to its
startlingly effective maturity echoing the same time-honored sense
that our Government has an interest in helping to sponsor
Communication, Art and Education, just as it sponsors Commerce,
We are not talking about a 100% sponsorship, a free ride, but a
priming of the pump, a way to get the juices flowing, a partnership
between government and the private sector.

Which reminds me of a story. In the late 1980’s, I was invited
to a reception at the White House and had the great honor of
meeting President Ronald Reagan. I told him I was a PBS producer
working on a history of the Civil War. His eyes twinkled with a
palpable delight as he recalled watching, as a young boy, the
parades of ever-aging Union veterans marching down the main
street of Dixon, Illinois on the Fourth of july. Then, in almost an
admonishment, he spoke to me about the need, no, the
responsibility he said for a private sector/governmental partnership
when it came to public broadcasting and the humanities. (His
administration was very supportive of these long-standing
institutions.) I told him that nearly a third of my budget for the Civil
War series came from a large American corporation, a third from
private foundations, and a third from the National Endowment for
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the Humanities, an agency then expertly led by Lynne Cheney, the
wife of our former Vice-President. He smiled and then held me by
the shoulders the way an affectionate uncle might do, and his eyes
twinkled again. “Good work, he said. “I look forward to seeing vour
film.”

These new proposals to de-fund CPB and the Endowments will

literally put all of us out of business. Period. And somewhere, |
imagine, it will erase that twinkle in Ronald Reagan’s eyes.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, Ken. I appreciate your being here
today. Thanks for your testimony. Again, thanks for the great work
you have done. You, through the humanities, as you mentioned,
havelbrought a lot of enlightenment and education to the American
people.

Mr. BURNS. Thank you. There has been an argument in film
schools about whether films actually got people to do anything, but
the increased attendance at Civil War battlefields, the spike in at-
tendance at the national parks after our series was aired after
some flatlining or declining attendances is very heartening.

There was a round of cuts in the early 1990s that were made in
the endowments. We still received significant grants but they rep-
resented 5 or 6 percent of our budgets as opposed to a third, and
so any further cuts are going to just further jeopardize our ability
to communicate these, I think, important shared stories.

Mr. SiMPSON. That is true. There were some significant cuts in
the early 1990s, and if you look at it, we are barely getting back
up to where we were at that time, let alone the loss that you have
had over the years because it has not advanced since that time.
And it is something that I know that Mr. Moran when he was
chairman of the committee, Mr. Dicks when he was chairman of
this committee and now I have all been concerned about and trying
to make sure that both the Endowment for the Humanities and the
Arts do not suffer those cutbacks that occurred because then it will
be years to rebuild it again. So we are trying to do everything we
can.

As I said, when people come to me and ask where to go in Wash-
ington and I tell them go up to Gettysburg, I always tell them you
need to either get a book or get the video of the battle to learn just
a little bit about it before you go there, and when I say to them,
you need to take your shoes off, they look at me kind of strange,
and I say just go, you will understand, and they come back and
they say I get it.

Mr. BURNS. And that is why the importance of saving these
places and telling these stories is essential to the continuation of
our republic. It is strange that the past should ensure our future
but that is exactly what takes place when we celebrate these places
and these moments.

Mr. SiMPsON. I appreciate it. Jim.

Mr. MORAN. I certainly associate my thoughts with those of the
chairman, and I want to again publicly thank Chairman Simpson
for his advocacy of NEA and NEH in a very difficult period of time.
Thank you for all the work you have done, Mr. Burns. Mr. Simpson
and I think very similarly, and I have been in a little easier posi-
tion. I have to tell you this is a good time when the C.R. comes on
the Floor today, the reason why we have a much more reasonable
level of funding for NEH and NEA is due to this gentleman right
here. So he deserves a great deal of credit. And of course, his re-
ward is the kind of product that you produce.

So it is terribly important for all Americans to understand their
history, understand their culture, and now that we have a sesqui-
centennial celebration—recognition of the Civil War is hardly a
celebration, but your work is again the hallmark, the foundation
that others look to for how to depict that. Almost every show I see



74

on the Civil War, whether it is the background music or some of
the photos, part of the video, they continue to refer. It is an histor-
ical reference today and will serve to be, I suspect, for the 200th
recognition. Thank you, and I cannot imagine a better representa-
tive of what NEH accomplishes than your work, Mr. Burns.

Mr. BURNS. I thank you very much, Congressman, for those kind
words, and just would repeat again what I said in my testimony
which is that it was the initial grant from the National Endowment
for the Humanities, fully a third of our budget, that permitted us
and that rigorously earned grant to attract the corporate support,
to attract the foundation support, and when we disrupt any of that
fragile tripod, then we run the risk of losing the whole business.
So the continued support now at 6, 7, 8 percent of our budgets is
in some ways even more critical.

Mr. MORAN. You are doing one on the Great Depression, the
Dust Bowl?

Mr. BURNS. We just finished one on Prohibition that enjoyed en-
dowment support, and just have received a grant to complete a film
on the Dust Bowl and are working on several other projects that
I think will be of interest.

Mr. MORAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SimMPsON. Thank you.

Mr. BUrNS. Thank you, sir.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next we have Ed Ayers, President of the Univer-
sity of Richmond, American historian, History Guys radio show
p?lﬁ%onality, Digital Humanities pioneer. Anything else I should
add?
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ED AYERS, PRESIDENT OF UNIVERSITY OF RICHMOND, AMERICAN
HISTORIAN

Mr. AYERS. No, that sounds good. All those are a little generous.
As a matter of fact, I think of myself as representing sort of the
everyman academic that carries on a large part of what the NEH
is trying to do. My eloquent predecessors have said important
things. I want to give you an image of 1985, my first NEH grant,
$11,500, paid half my salary. I bought a $400 car and drove 12,000
miles from one Motel 6 to another across the American South to
write a history of the people in the three generations after emanci-
pation, and it was a finalist for the National Book Award and Pul-
itzer Prize a little while later. And then five years later, the NEH
when nobody else thought there might actually be some use for this
crazy World Wide Web thing, then only two or three years old, for
education, and they funded something called the “Valley of the
Shadow: Two Communities in the American Civil War,” about the
same time that Ken Burns’s series was coming out, and it is still
alive 15 years later and it has reached people in Latin America,
China. Millions of people every year have gone to this to actually
explore history for themselves by seeing all the primary documents
on that.
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And we are now working on a project at the University of Rich-
mond where we are trying to make it possible to visualize what the
emancipation of 4 million people actually looked like. You cannot
wrap your mind around something the size of continental Europe,
when did that happen, how did people become free, and so we are
mapping all the progress of the Union armies and where the slave
population was, documenting every instance we have of someone
becoming free and putting it all in this big database.

And you were kind enough to mention our radio show,
“BackStory with American History Guys,” which just downloaded
its millionth podcast, and we have only been on two and a half
years, and once again the NEH stepped up when nobody else knew
that there might be a market for three guys talking about Amer-
ican history, the issues it raises today. We just did a three-part se-
ries on the American Civil War and people called in from all the
other United States and actually from abroad, because people want
to talk, not just listen or watch. They want to read and discuss
those things.

And that is the final thing that I am doing, working with the
American Library Association and the NEH to put together reading
groups that will be in libraries all across the United States from
my native Appalachia to the reservations of the West to inner cities
all across the country, and there presenting people with the raw
materials of what the Civil War was, having them figure it out for
themselves.

You have heard a lot about leveraging, and that is a point that
I would really like to emphasize, NEH stepping up and working
with the ALA to make these things possible that would not have
happened otherwise.

Now, I have another perspective. I was on the National Council
of the Humanities starting in 2000, and over the five years I
worked on the council, I read hundreds of proposals. Everything
that the NEH funds and the range of what they do is really re-
markable, from museum installations and television shows to edi-
tions of the Founding Fathers and teachers institutes, the amount
of imagination and good will just seeing those is both heartening
and heartbreaking because not many of those can be funded. This
is a very rigorous process. I mean, this is like the NSF or the NIH
and the amount of budgeting and documentation are acts of schol-
arship in themselves, and here people come together with no com-
pensation to judge these. Then the council looked at them all, the
chairman, and what I want to emphasize is that the government’s
money, the people’s money is so carefully stewarded. People watch
and think what is the return on this, and I had a chance to see
what that looks like in the process of actually making.

The NEH works in a remarkable way, for it leverages what you
have heard about, local initiatives, local curiosity and local invest-
ment. The multiplier effect is really impressive. I have seen what
it does for schools. I have seen what it does for historical societies.
I have seen what it does for libraries and museums. It is a catalyst
for the imagination and investment for people throughout the
United States. It touches every kind of community. I have gone to
tiny, little schoolhouses and talked to people where that would be
the only chance they would have to have a book discussion or to



76

talk about Ken Burn’s series. The staff of the NEH stretches its
dollars as far as they can possibly stretch.

Something people do not realize: The United States invented the
modern concept of the humanities about 100 years ago. The idea
of pulling together all the studies of the human record into one
place is an American invention, and from the beginning the idea
was that the humanities should be useful rather than ornamental,
a very American kind of cast to this, why would you want to under-
stand these things, and very often the answer is, to foster democ-
racy, to connect with a broad range of American people, and the
NEH builds on this great tradition.

I know we face great challenges including those of budgets, and
we all understand the need to examine how those budgets are
used. Those who invest in humanities are not asking for a large
amount of money in the grand scheme of things but we do help you
to sustain what is in fact one of the best investments this country
has ever made.

I am very grateful for the chance to speak with you today.

[The statement of Ed Ayers follows:]
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BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERICR,
ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED AGENICES
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

APRIL 14, 2011

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, and members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the remarkable benefits of the National
Endowment for the Humanities, which I have seen with my own eyes and in many forms. Back
in 1985, when I was an assistant professor, the NEH awarded me $11,500, a semester’s leave. 1
left my wife and young son to drive 12,000 miles in a 400-dollar car to archives across the South,
from one Motel 6 to the next, to write a history of the South in the three generations after the
Civil War and Reconstruction. Seven years later, the resulting book became a finalist for the
National Book Award and the Pulitzer Prize. The NEH stepped up again a few years later when
there were no other people willing to support the crazy idea of scholarship on the brand-new
World Wide Web. The project iy colleagues and I built, “The Valley of the Shadow: Two
Communities in the American Civil War,” is still living on-line fifteen years later and has
welcomed millions of users, from elementary school students to Harvard Graduate School, from
the counties in Virginia and Pennsylvania where it was based, to China and Latin America. [
was able to use that archive to write a book that won the Bancroft Prize.

T am now working with a project at the University of Richmond where we are trying to glimpse
something we have never been able to see before—the complex, swirling patterns of
emancipation among the four million people who became free in the American Civil War—with
the NEH funding the undergraduate students who are doing the time-consuming work. Thisisa
thrilling prospect as we approach the 150" anniversary of the end of American slavery. The
NEH has made possible a new kind of radio show, “BackStory, with the American History
Guys,” that brings together three historians, many callers, and fascinating interviews with
Anmmnericans of all kinds of backgrounds, to living issues of today; it has appeared on over 200
stations, from Maine to California to Texas, with shows on the history of everything from
federalism to courtship. And, finally, [ am working with the NEH and the American Library
Association to produce an anthology about the Civil War and Emancipation on the anniversaries
of those two momentous events, providing the basis for five weeks of discussion at libraries of
every kind across the entire nation. None of these things, I know from personal experience,
would be possible, or even imaginable, without the National Endowment for the Humanities.

Given this knowledge of the essential role of the NEH, I was honored in 2000 to be invited to
serve on the National Council for the Humanities, the board that oversees the work of the NEH.
Over the five years I worked on the Council, I read hundreds of proposals, for everything from
teachers’ institutes and scholarly editions of the Founding Fathers to museum installations and
television shows. The amount of imagination, creativity, and good will in those proposals was
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both heartening and heart-breaking, for the NEH could support only a relatively small
proportion. Whether based in a reservation in the West or a challenged school in the East, a
community in my native Appalachia or in the cities of the Midwest, these projects provided
people new ways to see the world, the nation, and themselves.

Like our major scientific agencies, the NEH uses a remarkably rigorous process to select the
winning proposals. The proposals themselves are works of scholarship, requiring an accessible
parrative, a thorough command of the literature, a compelling case for the impact they hope to
make, and a rigorous budget. The proposals run to dozens of pages and are accompanied by
letters of support from scholars and other allics. Pavels of anonymous expert peer referees,
chosen from institutions across the country and working as volunteers, review the proposals in
particular categories, write brief statements regarding each, and assign an evaluation. After the
panels have done their work, meeting together for many hours of discussion, the Council reviews
them all, questioning staff about those that were chosen and those that were not, and then makes
recommendations to the Chairman. Many eyes, in other words, examine every proposal to
ensure that the resources of the NEH support projects that best serve the American public,

The NEH works in a remarkable way, for it leverages local initiative, local curiosity, and local
investment. The multiplier effect is impressive, as the NEH works with state humanities
councils to encourage collaboration among communities, to connect colleges, libraries, historical
societies, and museums with one another and with the citizens who live around them. The NEH
is a catalyst for the imagination and investment for people throughout the United States; it
touches every kind of American community and every kind of American. The staff of the NEH
stretches its dollars as far as they can be stretched, to wonderful effect.

The United States invented the modern concept of the humanities in our colleges and universities
about a century ago. From the beginning, those humanities were meant to be useful rather than
ornamental. Fromi the beginning, the shapers of the new disciplines asked how history and
literature could help foster democracy, how they could connect with the broad range of
American people. The NEH builds on that great tradition, leveraging generations of investment
to build one of the great humanistic enterprises in the world today,

‘The United States faces great challenges, including those of budgets, and we all understand the
need to examine how all those resource are used. Those of us in the humanities do not ask for a
very large portion of the nation’s support. But we do ask that you help sustain one of the best
investments our country has ever made: in the past, present, and future understanding of who we
are and where we live in the world.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before you today.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for being here. We appreciate your tes-
timony. I agree with you, it is a great investment that we make.
Thank you.

Mr. MORAN. Excellent testimony. Thank you, Mr. Ayers.

Next we have—and I am going to mispronounce this, I am
sorry—Azar Nafisi. Is that right?

Ms. NAFISI. Yes.

Mr. SIMPSON. You are next. Thank you.

Mr. MORAN. I have actually read her book.

Mr. SiMPSON. She is the author of “Reading Lolita in Tehran.”

Ms. NaFisI. Yes, and I had the honor and pleasure of being with
Congressman Moran when he defended culture in Iranian youth in
Aspen Institution.

Mr. SimpsoN. All right.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS

AZAR NAFISI, IRANIAN EMIGRE AND AUTHOR OF “READING LOLITA IN
TEHRAN”

Ms. NAFis1. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Congress-
man Moran for giving me this rare privilege and opportunity to tell
you why from the moment I left my country of birth, Iran, and
came to this country I discovered the National Endowment for Hu-
manities is a natural home for, and because I have this unique ex-
perience of living in a country where its government from its very
inception 30 years ago, the Islamic Republic, waged an all-out war
against individual rights and human rights in terms of an all-
around assault on women, minorities and culture and alongside of
it, it declared war on humanities, on culture, on imagination as
sort of a part of Western conspiracy and cultural invasion by the
West, especially at that time you had the honor of being the great
Satan, especially invasion by America, the great Satan. And you
know, in 2009, before Egypt, before Tunisia, before Libya when
hundreds of thousands of Iranian people came into the streets to
protest the rigged presidential elections, the assault again turned
to humanities. They said that this was a Western conspiracy to
lead our people astray and so they shot down all the humanities.
They threatened to shut down all the humanities departments at
the universities, and for all practical purposes, they have almost
done that.

So I often wonder when we think of Iran, we immediately think
of Mr. Ahmadinejad with this sort of cynical grin, you know, as if
he has just broken the neighbor’s window and gotten away with it,
but, you know, if you look at it through the alternative eyes of
imagination, through the alternative eyes of culture, through the
alternatives eyes of history, we discover not our differences but
how the Iranian and the American people have in fact in common,
a country with 3,000 years’ history, a country that had the first
constitutional revolution in Asia, a country with its women like So-
journer Truth, like Harriet Beecher Stowe, like Elizabeth Cady
Stanton, for over 100 years ago fought for their rights. At the time
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of the revolution in 1979, Iranian women were active in all walks
of life. We had two women ministers, one minister for women’s af-
fairs. My own mother was one of the first women who went into
the congress in 1963, 11 years before Switzerland had given women
the right to vote.

So what I am trying to say, and you might say, okay, you know,
what does all this have to do with humanities. I want to tell you
that humanities was the first victim alongside of all this. They low-
ered the age of marriage from 18 to 9. They brought punishment
of stoning to death for what they called the crimes of adultery and
prostitution. They also excised Olive Oyl from most of the scenes
in Popeye because you did not know that she was a loose woman
and she was having an illicit relationship. In the same manner,
they took Ophelia out of most scenes of the Russian version of
Hamlet for the same reason. So you see, for me, before I came into
this great country, I had already made my home through the first
book that I read from America was the Wizard of Oz and Huck
Finn which is still my companion and Frederick Douglass and
Abraham Lincoln and Emerson, who translated the two classics of
Iranian literature, and Walt Whitman and Saul Bellow. When my
children, who had watched the forbidden videos of Marx Brothers
and Laurel and Hardy, when they came to this country they had
already felt that home and you can see why National Endowment
for Humanities was really my home. It was a place where I felt
that I can continue to be part of this great country and at the same
time be a citizen of the world. Like millions of people, sir, I came
to this country not to fill my pockets, not to make money. I came
to this country because it was founded on a dream, because it was
founded on this courage to believe that what is imagined can also
be actualized.

You know, I think of the monuments in this great city. I think
of the three monuments to the three Presidents who talked about
to be enlightened means to join the great republic of humans, of
Jefferson, whose Library of Congress reflects the ideals of the Dec-
laration of Independence, of Lincoln, whose language is filled with
the poetry of the Bible and Shakespeare and of Martin Luther King
who on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial reignited the dream, the
passion for that dream and gave his life in order to make it pos-
sible. I think of the women’s movement. I think of the civil rights
movement. And when I think of all of this, I think how could they
be possible without our love of humanities.

They tell me that at a time of economic crisis we should not talk
about this. At times of economic crisis, this is what really we
should be talking about, the unity, the identity, the cohesiveness,
the pride of American people regardless of what ideology or polit-
ical party they belong to is in this legacy and in this heritage, and
that is why I want my children and my children’s children to be
brought up in a place where they can be both a citizen of this great
country and a citizen of this world.

And so for me—and I am going to finish very fast, sir, if you
allow me. I brought two watches in order to finish fast and I still
did not make it. So let me just go very fast. I wrote my dissertation
on the proletarian writers of the 1930s, so I know that at a time
of crisis, in fact through writers’ projects, through federal arts
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projects, we might not have been able to give too much money to
humanities but we certainly respected them and put them at the
forefront of the struggle against the economic and political crisis,
and that is what we need to do, and that is why I will read from
this and end. The work of National Endowment for Humanities is
vital because it keeps open the channels of debate, questioning and
curiosity, because it keeps alive what we might call the democratic
imagination, and now more than ever it is important for Americans
to focus on our Nation’s poetry and its poetic soul, on the dream
that brought this Nation together to be reminded of this country’s
great cultural heritage. What more suitable representation of the
people who came to this land from all parts of the world, bringing
with them the customs and cultures of their countries of birth, hop-
ing to create a home that can embody them all.

So, sir, it is in this spirit that I ask you to ratify the budget for
the National Endowment for Humanities. Thank you for your pa-
tience.

[The statement of Azar Nafisi follows:]
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March 26, 2011

Azar Nafisi, Executive Director of Cultural Conversations and Visiting Scholar,
the Johns Hopkins Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, is the
author of “Reading Lolita in Tehran.” Her bestselling book has been translated
into 32 languages and won diverse literary awards.

I respectfully present this testimony on behalf of the National Endowment for the
Humanities, which has submitted to the Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and
Related Agencies an overall 2012 budget request for $146,255,000.00.

I believe I have an almost unique understanding of the value of the humanities — why they
are essential to human freedom, and why they deserve the support of the American people,
That is because I have lived in a society where education in the humanities was banned,
and I know what happens to democracy and freedom when that occurs. After the rigged
Iranian presidential elections in 2009, the Islamic regime attacked the humanities as one of
the main sources of protests, the most effective tool used by the West, especially America,
to corrupt and incite Iranian youth. They threatened to close down all the humanities
departments in Iran’s universities.

It’s no surprise that it was the humanities that came under attack. Great works of art,
literature and philosophy that are the foundation of the humanities, pose a threat to
tyranny because they encourage open thought, imagination, the questioning of
preconceived notions and established authority. No amount of moral preaching or political
correctness can replace what the imagination gives us when it places us in other people's
experiences, opening our eyes to vistas and views we never knew existed.

1 have written about how Nabokov's Lolita and other great books came to mean something
in Iran, a country defined by its own literary masters: Hafiz, Rumi, Khayam, Ferdowsi. I
would like to share with you how, through my experiences, I came to see ways through
which imagination and thought connect different cultures and nationalities, how Tehran
can be linked to Washington. I would also like to show why I believe that the desire to
foster imagination and thought is as essential to the creation and preservation of a
democratic society as it is dangerous and threatening to the existence of a totalitarian
system.

I have to thank the Islamist regime for making me realize how fragile were the rights and
values I had come to take for granted. Suddenly a new regime had established itself, taking
hold of my country, my religion, my traditions, and claiming that the way I looked, the way
I acted --what I believed in and desired as a human being, as a woman, a writer and
teacher --were all alien.

The main targets of the new regime were anything that indicated difference and
diversity. Ameng its first victims was religion itself which was confiscated, reduced and
used as an ideology to gain and maintain pelitical power. The regime claimed that the
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Sharia laws it was imposing on Iranian society were justified in that they were
restoring a woman's dignity and rescuing her from degrading and dangerous Western
ideas. The war on women's rights, minorities, human rights and culture became
central to the fight against the '"Western conspiracy.”

By 1979, at the time of the revolution, women were active in all areas of life in Iran.
The number of female candidates for universities had risen sevenfold during the first
half of the 1970s. Women were scholars, police officers, mayors, judges, pilots and
engineers --active in every field except the clergy. Iran had women in houses of
Parliament and two women ministers: for higher education and women’s affairs. The
majority of Iranians had ceme to the streets desiring more rights, never dreaming they
would be told to give up rights they already had. And for a long time during that
revolution, Iranian women poured into the streets of Tehran, protesting the
implementation of the new laws, one of their main slogans was, “Freedom is neither
Western nor Eastern, freedom is global.”

Other freedoms were gradually curtailed. We witnessed attacks on freedom of the press;
the censorship of books; a ban on dancing, on female singers, on most forms of music, on
films and other forms of art, followed by systematic attacks against intellectuals and the
academia who protested these forms of oppression. Ayatollah Khomeini, citing the
universities as the source of all “disasters of humanity,” declared that they were more
dangerous than bombs. Alongside of censorship of Iranian authors and films, Ophelia was
cut from most scenes in Hamilet. Olive Oyl was excised from "Popeye.”

The result was that ordinary Iranian citizens --men and women alike --began to feel the
state in their private, daily affairs. People were flogged and jailed for wearing nail polish,
Reebok shoes, lipstick. The fatwa against Salman Rushdie was precisely aimed against the
dangers of imagination. The message was that fotalitarian mindsets, no matter in what part
of the world, cannot tolerate any form of irony, ambiguity or irreverence. As Carlos
Fuentes declared, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini had issued a fatwa net just against one
writer but against the democratic form of the novel, which frames a multiplicity of voices,
opposing perspectives, active dialogue. What more dangerous subversion can there be than
this democracy of veices? Ayatollah Khomeini was right about the universities he viewed as
seats of Western culture—they were more dangerous than bombs.

For over thirty years the Iranian people resisted the assaults of the Islamic regime. And the
most contentious area where this struggle was articulated was in the domain of thought and
imagination. Ironically, many among the ardent revolutionaries have now come fuil circle,
and some who once held the highest offices in the country have joined the peoples’ struggle
and are now called agents of the West, Today, former revolutionaries are among those who
speak of and go to jail in defense of democracy and freedom of expression.

The way we in Iran connected to the rest of the world, especially America, was through
their golden ambassadors, their literature, arts and music. In the fall of 1979, I was
teaching twe great American works, Huckleberry Finn and The Great Gatsby, at the
University of Tehran while ironically, in the yard below, Islamists were shouting "Death
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to America!" and that, a few streets away, the U.S, embassy was under siege by a group
claiming to be following the path of the Imam. The new regime was leading a bloody
crusade seemingly against Western imperialism, but in reality against ifs own people,
against the rights of women and minorities, against cultural and individual freedom.

I have often asked myself: How is it that under the worst political and social conditions,
during war and revolution, in jails and in concentration camps, most victims turn toward
works of imagination? I remember, almost two decades ago, listening to a former student,
who was newly released from jail, telling me that she and one of her cellmates, another
former student, kept their spirits up by exchanging stories about their class discussions,
about the books they read, about Henry James and F. Scoft Fitzgerald. We know that
fiction does not save us from torture or the brutality of tyrannical regimes, or from the
banalities and cruelties of life itself. But we do know that, when confronted by utter
degradation, by confiscation of all that gives life its individual worth and integrity, many
instinctively go to the highest achievements of mankind, to works that appeal to our sense
of beauty, memory, harmony --those that celebrate what is humane, those that we consider
original works of the imagination.

You might say that such works gain added significance in a country deprived of its basic
freedoms, but they do not matter much here, not in a free and democratic country. How
relevant are Fitzgerald, Baldwin, Hurston, Twain and Emily Dickinson you might ask, to
our lives in Washington, D.C.?

1 believe that ne freedom political, economic or social can be realized without the freedom
of imagination and thought. It is this basic and most human form of freedom that both
promises and safeguards all those other freedoms. Because of this a democratic
government is not only the guardian of people’s political, social and economic rights, but
also is the representative of the nation’s intellectual, spiritual and scientific legacies.

Like millions of others I came to this country because I believed it was founded on a dream,
on the courage to imagine and to actualize what was imagined, whether it was the
revolutionary war for independence, the struggle for the Constitution, or the war against
slavery and later the civil rights movement and women’s rights movement. And I wanted
my children and their children to live in a country that safeguards such values, where
empathy and curiosity — the two basic features of both Humanities and Sciences —will
teach them how to live as citizens as well as citizens of the world, how to preserve the best
that their country of birth, Iran had given them with the best that their new country had to
offer. And because the Islamic regime and the resistance of the Iranian people has taught
me that the most potent weapon against tyranny is not military might but a culture of
democracy.

Everywhere I turn in this city is a testament to this claim. The three monuments to the
three presidents of the United States, Washington, Jefferson and Linceln are reminders of
how the leaders of this country identified being American with Humanism, thereby
creating a legacy that could challenge and go beyond their own flaws and prejudices and
those of their times. Washington believed that to be enlightened was to be “a citizen of the
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great republic of humanity at large.” As a symbol of the new American nation he wanted to
build a National University in the Capital. The ideals Jefferson cherished in the Declaration
of Independence are embodied in the Library of Congress, for he believed not only that
Universities are our sanctuaries, but boasted that “ours are the only farmers who read
Homer.” And Lincoln combined his dream of justice with a poetic language that resonates
with the language of Shakespeare and the Bible. It was on the steps of the Lincoln
memorial that the reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. revived that dream and that language,
giving his life so that the dream can be turned into reality.

NEH represents these ideals, reminding us that imagination and thought like human rights
and freedom transcend the boundaries of nationality, ethnicity, religion, race and gender,
creating a common space where we celebrate and respect not just our differences but our
shared and common humanity. What more suitable representation of a people who came to
this land from all parts of the world, bringing with them the customs and cultures of their
countries of birth, hoping to create a home that can embody them ali?

This is the reason that I am proud to represent and be represented by the National
Endowment for Humanities. In supporting and being a part of it, I participate in the living
legacy of this country’s best and most enduring achievements, those that give America, a
sense of unity and meaning, as well as pride. I sincerely believe in the work of NEH
especially at this time of crisis and doubt, in its attempts to create a sense of community
and pride though programs such as One Book, One City, or History Day, reaching out to
different strata of the American people, creating for them a sense of community, enabling
them to connect to their historical past, articulate their present and foresee the potentials
for their future.

NEH has not only brought this sense of community and genuine pride to the American
people in this time of crisis and change in this country and the world, but has been an
effective vehicle in acquainting the Americans with the best that cultures around the
world have to offer. 1 know all this through firsthand experience as a board member of
Maryland Humanities Council, as a speaker and participant in the National Federation of
State Humanities Councils’ annual conference, and most recently as a participant in
NEH’s project through the libraries to present history, traditions and cultures of Muslim
majority countries.

The humanities are essential to us in a very pragmatic sense, because they remind us of our
shared human struggle, and allow us to deeply appreciate the voices and the hearts of
others who are different from us, who exist in times and places we can only imagine.
Democracy depends on that imagination. The work of the National Endowment for the
Humanities is vital because it keeps open the channels of debate, questioning, and curiosity
— the humanities keep alive what we might call the democratic imagination. Now more than
ever, it is important for Americans to focus on our nation’s poetry and soul, to be reminded
of this country’s great cultural heritage. I urge you to accept the 2012 budget request for
the National Endowment for the Humanities, to enable this agency’s vital work to continue.
Thank you.



86

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Thank you for your testimony and for
your eloquence.

Ms. NaFiIsI. It is a pleasure. This will be my home, and this is
why I am here. If it were not for Mark Twain, I do not know where
I would be.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you very much. We appreciate it. Jim?

Mr. MORAN. Yes, extraordinarily compelling statement. Thank
you so much, and I think anybody listening to you understands
why they really ought to read “Reading Lolita in Teheran.” It is so
insightful.

Ms. Narisi. Thank you, sir, and I tell you, your best weapon
against tyranny is not military but it is the culture of democracy,
and people in Iran are going to jail and being tortured because they
read Saul Bellow and Walt Whitman, so I think our children here
should take a lesson from that.

Mr. MORAN. I wish they would. Thank you so much.

Mr. SIMPSON. You cannot leave the room, though, until, I had a
staff member that wants you to sign her book.

Next we have Mark Hofflund, who is a friend of mine. I would
hate to follow her.

Mr. HOFFLUND. I tell you, Mr. Chairman, I am the son of a
woman with dual citizenship. I lost her. She passed away about a
year ago. And I think I heard her voice today for the first time in
your testimony, so I am incredibly moved.

Ms. NaArFisI. Thank you.

Mr. SimpsoN. Well, thank you for being here, Mark. As you
heard me say before when we were talking about the Civil War,
that when people from Idaho come out to Washington they ask me
where to go and I always say Gettysburg, they need to go up there
and see it. Well, if any of you come to Idaho from Washington, you
need to go to the Idaho Shakespeare Festival. Mark is the Man-
aging Director of it, and we have been friends for many years and
he does a fantastic job and really, summer in Boise would not be
the same without the Shakespeare Festival and the work you do.
He has also been on the National Endowment for the Arts Council,
and we appreciate that, and thanks for being here today, Mark.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

ARTS AND HUMANITIES

WITNESS

MARK HOFFLUND, MANAGING DIRECTOR, IDAHO SHAKESPEARE FES-
TIVAL

Mr. HOFFLUND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Moran, members of the sub-
committee, good morning. As Managing Director of Idaho Shake-
speare Festival, Chair of the Idaho Commission on the Arts, and
a board member of the National Assembly of State Arts Agencies,
I wish to testify on behalf of the National Endowment for the Arts
requesting $167.5 million in level funding, and to share a story you
made possible.

While this is an Idaho story, similar stories are found in every
state. My opportunity emerged when the chairman of the NEA paid
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a visit to Idaho strengthening the Nation’s first ongoing infrastruc-
ture for the arts, not the arts historically had been missing from
our Nation. Things of beauty, culture, science, art and imagination
were so ingrained in the Founders, some would say the pursuit of
happiness articulated this common appreciation right after life and
liberty. As for legislative infrastructure dating to the Founders,
imagine for a moment what it may have been like to sign a Dec-
laration of Independence, declare war, wage war, elect a decade of
forgotten presidents under Articles of Confederation before ratify-
ing a Constitution and electing a reluctant George Washington, not
an easy first decade and one with great challenges ahead.

So under the circumstances, it could seem remarkable for the
founders to leave a few thoughts on the arts. Perhaps a vision for
the future was provided by George Washington in words now
reaching down centuries: “The arts and sciences are essential to
the prosperity of the state and to the ornament and happiness of
human life. They have a primary claim to the encouragement of
every lover of his country and mankind.” In retrospect, the history
of the United States is replete with public investments in art and
architecture.

In our day, another great general having led us through World
War II signed legislation creating the National Cultural Center Act
commemorated in the naming of the Kennedy Center’s Eisenhower
Theater. In the 1960s with the Nation enduring civil unrest not
seen in a century, President Johnson created and President Nixon
funded the National Endowment for the Arts. With cities smol-
dering, leaders being assassinated, college students rioting, some
getting killed by the public servants meant to protect them, a Cold
War heating up, despite all this, Roger Stevens founded and the
second chairman Nancy Hanks grew the NEA in both reputation
and funding, ever mindful that in dollar comparisons to our na-
tional needs for defense, for poverty programs, for health, for wel-
fare or for education, the requirements for the arts are miniscule,
as Ms. Hanks wrote.

During civil famine, the seeds of a federal-state arts infrastruc-
ture sprouted like spring wheat when 55 state and territorial arts
agencies began receiving grants from the NEA, and when gov-
ernors and legislatures took this as incentive to multiply the fund-
ing and steer not only new cultural opportunities but greater deci-
sion-making to the regional and local levels. President Carter,
Chairman Biddle and Congress strengthened the federal-state part-
nership, developing federal recognition of American artists through
the National Heritage Awards. President Reagan, Chairman
Hodsoll and Congress established the NEA Jazz Masters, the Na-
tional Medal of Arts, the Mayor’s Institute on City Design and a
groundbreaking study on arts education called Toward Civilization.
As Reagan said, we honor the arts not because we want monu-
ments to our own civilization but because we are a free people.

With this history, three succeeding Presidents, their NEA leaders
and Congress navigated the most perilous times at the NEA and
emerged in all three cases with an arts budget on the rise and an
increasing federalism. Not only would Jane Alexander visit all 50
states under President Clinton but Dana Gioia would spend as
much time traveling domestically and abroad as he spent in Wash-
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ington, D.C., strategically improving the NEA under George W.
Bush with reciprocal support from Congress. As Bush and Gioia
left office, not only was Congress funding the NEA at greater levels
and with stronger Congressional support but its opponents had
changed their minds about the agency as Gioia worked throughout
federal and state government to catalyze the development of artis-
tic excellence and accessibility for millions of younger Americans,
thousands of educators, scores of journalists, members of the mili-
tary and their families, towns and cities across America which li-
braries, newspapers, schools, civic organizations, businesses and a
broad section of citizen volunteers collaborated in programs rang-
ing from the Big Read to Poetry Out Loud to Operational Home-
coming to Shakespeare in American Communities, ultimately re-
versing a three-decade decline in American literary participation.
With equality and excellence, Gioia formed partnerships in every
Congressional district.

The NEA is about public engagement, public education, public
excellence. It neither enforces public values nor entitles public
goods. It is a rare public infrastructure for which cost may be an
object but not a specific requirement. The more we provide, the bet-
ter we all become. In the hands of good public servants from all
walks of life, it functions like the biblical talents that when not
buried can be used to return manifold wealth, prosperity and na-
tional growth. Transcending factionalism, it is not about Demo-
crats, Republicans, Libertarians or any other vein past or yet to
come of the American spectrum, it is about how all of us of all
faiths, backgrounds and politics best practice a culturally diverse
and politically united federalism.

Finally, it returns us to the roots of our Founders as an essential
emblem of creating a system of self-government. We are amid such
defining times today. The marks of our success will be seen in how
we separate federal chaff from federal wheat and thereby fill the
storehouse for future generations not with federal deficit but with
federal bounty. I would humbly submit that the NEA is an agency
of federal bounty and that with continued funding, thank you, Mr.
Chairman, Ranking Member for your actions of the past week, peo-
ple not only from Idaho, indeed, from all over America will help
you fill the storehouse. Thank you, sir.

[The statement of Mark Hofflund follows:]
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April 8, 2011

To: Interior and Environment Appropriations

From: Mark Hofflund, Managing Director, ldaho Shakespeare Festival; Chair, Idaho Commission
on the Arts; Board Member, National Assembly of State Arts Agencies

Re: Testimony for Thursday, April 14, 2011, 10:30AM

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, Members of the Subcommittee: Good morning. |
wish to testify about the National Endowment for the Arts; and to share a story made possible
by each of you — and your colleagues who have preceded you on this panel for nearly 50 years.

This is an Idaho story, coming from a place whose geography and culture begin in the Great
Basin and run north along the western slopes of the Rockies; a place little known and perhaps
best described in the words of Shakespeare, as undiscovered country.

Our 43" state, formed as a territory by Abraham Lincoln in 1863 and brought into the Union in
1890, has provided me many privileges, including not only moments with the Chairman of this
panel, but two decades of public service. ...volunteer public service, at city, state and federal
levels, as an arts professional.

Without doubt mine is like many stories found in your districts; unigue to me only in its
particulars. Like many, | had never met a public official nor aspired to public service, before
moving to the Second District of Idaho in 1993. | grew up among a generation for whom public
service no longer was required. The draft was over and military registration discontinued. !
came to Idaho with little appreciation even for the public education received as a child growing
up in one of America’s largest and finest cities — learning the pledge of allegiance (at Hans
Christian Andersen and Marie Curie Elementary Schools), singing the national anthem, God
Bless America and America the Beautiful, and memorizing the names of the 50 state capitals,
with little knowledge or insight into the particulars of their geographies and cultures.

Happily, | was descended from immigrants who had participated in public service: my mother
holding dual citizenship and federal employment in the 1950s; and my father, who — as the
grandson of an immigrant (and Civil War veteran) and the son of a WWiI pilot {(and civil servant
with the Bureau of Mines during WWII} — became, himself, a naval officer during the Korean
War and served in the Reserves while | was growing up. And, happily for me, my opportunity
for federal service ultimately would come, too, when the Chairman of the National Endowment
for the Arts paid a visit to Idaho. Admittedly not a common occurrence; but neither did it
require extraordinary means, as it would have for earlier generations of Americans. Federal
transportation and infrastructure had been reaching into Idaho since the 19t Century — as The
Oregon Trail was followed by the postal service and the railroads, and then the utilities, water
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projects, highways, and air traffic — bringing with them local and federal commerce. Over less
than 200 years, integrated systems of public infrastructure brought promise and prosperity to
Idaho while simultaneously creating one of the most robust nations known to history. Less
than a decade earlier in the 1990s, federal systems had delivered an NEA Chairman to idaho,
one who had agreed to leave a flourishing artistic career to help a struggling federal agency
evolve once again into a trusted and valued deliverer of public good. Why did Jane Alexander
come to Idaho? Heading the NEA from 1993 - 1997, she chose to engage the American public
in ways her predecessors had yet to attempt. This included visiting all 50 states, and working
broadly with those in the Administration and in Congress to preserve and renew the nation’s
first ongoing infrastructure for the arts.

Not that the arts were ever foreign to the nation’s citizenry, nor to the nation’s founders, the
nation’s capital, and the nation’s statehouses. One might argue that things of beauty, things of
culture, things of science, art, and imagination were so ingrained in the thinking of federal and
state founders that a mere reference to “the pursuit of happiness” served unanimously to cover
such a common appreciation, right after reference to “life” and “liberty” — and perhaps in
ascending order. Then again, imagine, for a moment, what it might have been like to sign such
a declaration of independence, wage a war to make it real, and spend 12 arduous years before
ratifying a constitution and electing a president. It may have been remarkable for the Founders
to have left a few thoughts on the arts as they poured resources into forming a federalist
government, housed as soon as possible in architecture worthy of republican cultural ambitions
in a city reflective of their democratic values. A city located not among one of the more
powerful of its constituent states; not in the state of New York, or Massachusetts, or the
Carolinas. Or any others. But rather in its own rural district, largely characterized by
swamplands many would just as soon not even visit. Perhaps, for the Founders, the creation of
public institutions like the Library of Congress — so infinitely more than a repository of books for
tawmakers — perhaps this and other cultural accomplishments were sufficient unto the day. As
for George Washington, his words would ring true across centuries, as inspiration for a federal
arts infrastructure one day that would reach beyond the city bearing his name: “The arts and
sciences are essential to the prosperity of the state and to the ornament and happiness of
human life. They have a primary claim to the encouragement of every lover of his country and
mankind.” In the estimation of our founding president, who did everything to encourage the
citizenry’s love of their nation, the arts had a primary place in that encouragement — a place not
only in forming the country, but also in engaging the love of humanity beyond its borders. For
just such reasons, the history of the United States is replete with public investments in art and
architecture — to a point when another great General, who had led us through WWI, signed
legislation as President creating the National Cultural Center Act — his cultural leadership
commemorated in the naming of the Kennedy Center’s Eisenhower Theater.
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Closing in on the 1960s, and a nation verging on civil unrest not seen in 100 years, President
Johnson created and President Nixon built the National Endowment for the Arts and the
National Endowment for the Humanities. With cities smoldering, leaders being assassinated,
college students rioting {some getting killed by the public servants meant to protect them), the
Cold War seeming like a scary misnomer — despite all this, Broadway producer Roger Stevens
founded and its second chairman Nancy Hanks grew the NEA in both reputation and funding —
from 59 million when Hanks started in 1970 to $99.9 million when she left in 1977 — and turned
a tiny federal program into a policy leader in the arts, ever mindful that “in dollar comparisons
to our national needs for defense, for poverty programs, for health, for welfare, or for
education, the requirements for the arts are miniscule,” as she wrote in 1968.

The seeds of a future federal/state arts infrastructure were further sown in 1971, when 55 state
and territorial arts agencies began to receive annual Basic State Grants from the NEA; and when
state legislatures would use this incentive to more than double the funding and steer not only
new cultural opportunities, but greater decision-making, to regional and local levels. President
Carter, Chairman Biddle and Congress then expanded the idea of federal funding in every state
with 12 regional “reps” serving the country; and expanded the notion of a federal relationship
to Americans practicing the arts, by developing a national program called the National Heritage
Awards, partnering with the National Council for the Traditional Arts founded in 1933.

President Reagan, Chairman Hodsoll and Congress then established the NEA Jazz Masters, the
National Medal of Arts, the Mayor’s Institute on City Design, the National Task Force on
Presenting and Touring the Performing Arts, and a groundbreaking study on arts education
called Toward Civilization. As Reagan said at a National Medals ceremony, “We honor the arts
not because we want monuments to our own civilization but because we are a free people.

The arts are among our nation’s finest creations and the reflection of freedom’s light.”

It was with this history that three succeeding Presidents, their NEA leaders, and key Members
of Congress navigated the most perilous of times for the NEA, and emerged in all three cases
with rising arts budgets and increased federalism. Not only would Jane Alexander visit all 50
states; but not long thereafter, Chairman Dana Gioia would spend as much time traveling
domestically and abroad as he spent in his office at the historic Nancy Hanks/Old Post Office
Building {so named by President Reagan), each year modestly stabilizing and increasing the NEA
budget during the administration of George W. Bush and with growing support from Congress.
As Bush and Gioia left office, not only was Congress funding the NEA at greater levels and with
stronger Congressional support, but many of its opponents had begun to change their minds
about the agency; and even those who still presented political opposition were no longer
tendering legislation aimed at its demise. The NEA increasingly had proven its value across
party lines, fulfilling the original hopes not only of its founding Presidents, Kennedy and
Johnson, but also of President Nixon who saw the agency as an antidote to the harsh divisions
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that were rending Americans apart. With no political benefit of his own to gain, Nixon had put
the agency on its feet and supported the Arts as eminently good both for citizens throughout
the country as well as for the federal body pdlitic. Much the same could be said now thirty
years later, as Gioia worked not only with the President and First Lady, and not only with
Congress, but throughout federal and state government to catalyze the development of artistic
excellence and accessibility for millions of younger Americans, thousands of educators, scores
of journalists, members of the military and their families, towns and cities across America in
which libraries, newspapers, public officials, schools, civic organizations, businesses and a broad
section of citizen-volunteers collaborated (through a program called The Big Read) to reverse a
three-decade decline in American literary participation. With no agenda at all, except one of
essential equality and fairness, Gioia even sought out partnerships with cultural organizations in
Congressional districts that had never received direct NEA support, considering it a failure of
public infrastructure not to find worthy partners in all 435 districts and a failure of imagination
to suppose there to be any group of 700,000 Americans not able to engage in artistic and
cultural activities worthy of inspiring greater community appreciation, creativity and excellence.

Ultimately, the NEA is about public engagement along the broadest and most meaningful lines
possible. It is about how we as a people recognize, honor and thereby build our cuitural
heritage. It does not enforce public values nor entitle pubic goods. Itis a rare public
infrastructure for which “cost” may be an object, but is not a specific requirement. The more
we can provide, the better we all become. In the hands of good public servants from all walks
of life, it functions like the Biblical talents that, when not buried, can be used to return manifold
wealth, prosperity and economic growth. Not only do we imagine it can transcend politics, we
have seen it do so. Having nearly lost it, during the culture wars, President George W. Bush and
First Lady Laura Bush made sure we used bipartisanship to bring it back. It is no longer about
Democrats, Republicans, independents, Tea Partiers, Libertarians, or any other vein past-or-yet-
to-come in the political spectrum; it is about how all of us, of all faiths, backgrounds and
politics, best practice federalism. It returns us to the roots of our founders, who during
extended and unique moments late in the 1700s and into the 1800s, and then again through
civil and world wars, created a system of government that relied on collective, cooperative,
collaborative self-government. We are amid such defining times today. The marks of our
success will be seen in how we separate federal chaff from federal wheat, and thereby fill the
storehouse for future generations not with federal deficit but with federal bounty. | would
humbly submit that the NEA is an agency of federal bounty; and that with continued level
funding (specifically $167.5 million), people not only from Idaho but from all over America will
help you fill this storehouse.

MH
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, Mark, for being here today. We appre-
ciate it very much. Thanks for your testimony in support of the
NEA and your history of where we have come from and what we
have been through with the NEA, so I appreciate it very much. As
you know, I am a fan.

Mr. HOFFLUND. We would not be here without you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. SIMPSON. And Mr. Moran is the same way. Jim.

Mr. MORAN. I cannot add to what Mike has said. Not only does
he provide words of encouragement, he also walks the walk in
terms of getting the money. I know that is why you are here, but
these are very extraordinarily articulate and meaningful state-
ments. We thank you.

Mr. HOFFLUND. Thank you, sir. I will tell you that I come here
at my own expense, and I am staying with a former Congressman
from my district, a great admirer of you, and he asked me to please
give you his highest regards, Representative Orville Hanson. He is
letting me stay with him while I am in Washington, D.C.

Mr. SimpPsON. Well, thanks for being here, and we will see you
at the Shakespeare Festival.

Next we have Elena Daly, Vice President of DC Affairs, Public
Lands Foundation.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

BLM, PUBLIC LANDS, WILD HORSES

WITNESS

ELENA DALY, VICE PRESIDENT FOR DC AFFAIRS, PUBLIC LANDS
FOUNDATION

Ms. DALY. Good morning. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We at PLF
would like to thank you for the opportunity to present your com-
mittee with our views regarding the Bureau of Land Management’s
budget request for fiscal year 2012.

As a national nonprofit organization comprised principally of re-
tired but still dedicated BLM employees, the PLF has a unique
body of experience and expertise in the realm of natural resource
management, and as retirees, we believe we offer an objective and
non-bureaucratic solution to some issues, although I am feeling
very bureaucratic after listening to the last very articulate panel.

We support BLM and its programs but we are independent in
our views and our requests, and we strive to improve the effective-
ness of BLM by encouraging professionalism in its employees and
increasing both public understanding and proper scientific manage-
ment of public lands.

Some of the most significant management challenges for the
BLM stem from, as you know, particularly with Boise, rapid
growth and population development in the West, the urbanization
issue, and we find that with this urbanization comes increased de-
mands on the public lands, not only for recreation but for tradi-
tional uses and products as well, and this really complicates an
agency with a mission as diverse as the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. The public lands provide the Nation with opportunities for
expanding the development of renewable energy as well as tradi-
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tional needs for oil, natural gas, coal, non-energy minerals, grazing
land and timber. Recreation, wildlife, wild horses, cultural re-
sources and special places are also significant attributes of those
lands. Management activities for BLM contribute to the vitality of
state and local economies, generating an expected $4.5 billion in
revenues for 2012, mostly from energy development.

We also recognize that the Nation is facing some real challenges
as you all look at budgets and need, and in that light, we are
pleased at several of the aspects of the overall budget request. In
particular, we are pleased to see increases for the National Land-
scape Conservation System and the processes associated with the
restoration of abandoned mine lands. The NLCS is a compilation
of unique and incredible landscapes designated for outstanding cul-
tural, ecological and scientific values and range from red rock
deserts, rocky coasts, deep river canyons and high mountains and
arctic tundra. Management of this particular group of lands has
long been underfunded.

We believe the AML fee combined with the proposed budget in-
crease will provide a process to begin reclaiming both the safety
and environmental hazards that remain after 150 years of
hardrock mining on millions of acres in the West.

We are also pleased to see increases for land acquisition, renew-
able energy, the Secretary’s Cooperative Landscape Conservation
Initiative and Youth in the Great Outdoors, and we support the
budget proposals to recoup the costs of inspection and enforcement
activities for mineral leases from new fees.

We are also pleased to see the Secretary’s proposal to eliminate
the sunset date for the Federal Land Transition Facilitation Act
and to allow lands identified in newer BLM land-use plans as suit-
able for disposal.

However, we do have a couple of concerns. One is in land-use
planning. Land-use planning for BLM is foundational to decision-
making. A reduction in monies to provide up-to-date plans hampers
on-the-ground management because you do not have the latest in-
formation at the very time when the West is developing so rapidly.
The reduction of $8.2 million in this program will have lasting im-
pact on those lands administered by the bureau. Land-use planning
is the primary tool we have for effecting long-term decision-making
and giving up that opportunity gives us some concern.

Alaska Conveyance—the reduction of $17 million from this pro-
gram will be devastating to the BLM and Alaska and to the U.S.
government’s commitment to that state, to the native corporations
and to individual allottees who have been waiting now over 40
years to have these land issues resolved. This would result in a 20
percent reduction in land transfer capability and a reduction in
force and the loss of many of the 638 survey contracts that go to
native peoples in Alaska.

And everybody’s favorite, wild horses and burros. We are pleased
that the Administration has requested sufficient funds to support
the efforts for this program but are concerned about the unsolvable
issues that continue to haunt the efforts at management. We would
like to see Congress step in at some point to address this through
legislation so that the problems can be surmounted. We would like
to see the differing opinions, whether it is the wild horse advocates,
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the government, ranchers, whomever those people may be, come to-
gether and really talk about what is manageable in this program
and what makes sense. The funding for long-term maintenance is
just not sustainable.

So we hope these comments and concerns assist you. We appre-
ciate the time and your attention. Thank you very much.

[The statement of Elena Daly follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF ELENA DALY, VICE-PRESIDENT FOR DC AFFAIRS,
PUBLIC LANDS FOUNDATION
THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT
AND RELATED AGENCIES; COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS;
ATTENTION: OUTSIDE WITNESS TESTIMONY
FISCAL YEAR 2012 BUDGET- BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

April 14, 2011

Mr. CHAIRMAN:

We thank you for this opportunity to present your committee with our views
regarding the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) budget request for FY
2012. As a national, non-profit organization comprised principally of retired,
but still dedicated, BLM employees, the Public Lands Foundation (PLF) has
a unique body of experience, expertise and knowledge of public land
management, As retirees, we believe we offer an objective and non-
bureaucratic view of what is currently happening on the National System of
Public Lands (NSPL). The PLF supports the BLM and its programs, but we
are independent in our views and requests. We strive to improve the
effectiveness of the BLM by encouraging 1) professionalism of its
employees, 2) increasing public understanding, and 3) proper scientific
management of lands administered by the BLM.

Overview

Some of the most significant management challenges for the BLM stem
from rapid population and urban growth in the West and accompanying
increased demands for access and use of the NSPL. The BLM’s customers
are as diverse as the natural resources the Bureau manages.

The public lands provide the Nation with opportunities for expanding the
development of renewable energy as well as traditional needs for oil, natural
gas, coal, non-energy minerals, grazing land and timber. Recreation,
wildlife, wild horses, cultural resources and special places are significant
attributes of those lands as well.

Management activities contribute to the vitality of State and local
economies, generating an expected $4.5 billion in revenues for 2012, mostly
from energy development.
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Budget Overview

The PLF recognizes the reality of funding constraints and the need to reduce
the Nation’s budget deficit. In that light, PLF is pleased with several aspects
of the overall budget request for the BLM. In particular we are pleased to see
increases in two important areas, the National Landscape Conservation
System (NLCS) and the processes associated with the restoration of
abandoned mine lands (AML).

The NLCS is unique and comprised of incredible landscapes, designated for
their outstanding cultural, ecological and scientific values. These areas range
from red-rock deserts, rocky coasts and deep river canyons to high
mountains and arctic tundra. Management of the NLCS has long been
underfunded.

We believe the AML fee combined with the proposed budget increase will
provide a process to begin reclaiming both the safety and environmental
hazards that remain after over 150 years of hard-rock mining on millions of
acres in the West.

We are also pleased to see increases for land acquisition, renewable energy,
the Secretary’s Cooperative Landscape Conservation initiative, and Youth in
the Great Outdoors. We support the budget proposals to recoup the costs of
inspection and enforcement activities for mineral leases from new fees. We
are also pleased to see the Secretary’s proposal to eliminate the sunset date
for the Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act (FLTFA) and to allow
lands identified in newer BLM land use plans as suitable for disposal to be
sold using FLTFA authority.

However, we have a number of concerns with other parts of this budget
proposal.

Land Use Planning

Planning is the foundation upon which all BLM management decisions are
built. Without up to date plans, the basis for making decisions is inadequate,
a major factor contributing to increasing litigation of BLM decisions.
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The reduction of $8.2 million for land use planning will have lasting impact
on future decisions on public lands administered by the BLM. Designed to
last for 15 to 20 years, new or revised land use plans will be few and far
between. The primary tool the BLM has to affect long term change on public
lands is land use planning, thus the Administration is giving up a significant
opportunity to improve management direction and future decisions for units
of the NLCS and other areas of the NSPL.

Alaska Conveyance

The reduction of $17 million from the Alaska Conveyance Program will be
devastating to the BLM in Alaska and the U.S. Government’s commitment
to the State of Alaska, the Native Corporations and individual native
allottees to transfer lands that have been promised to them for over 40 years.
This would be roughly a 20 percent reduction in land transfer capability and
will result in reductions in force and the loss of many 638 Survey Contracts
for many small villages in Alaska.

Wild Horses and Burros

While we are pleased that the Administration has requested sufficient funds
to support efforts for this controversial program, we remain dismayed at the
seemingly unsolvable issues that continue to haunt efforts to maintain
healthy horses on healthy ranges. Congress must step in at some point to
write more effective legislation and provide specific guidance, particularly
to resolve the issue of spending many millions of dollars maintaining
unadoptable wild horses. It can’t continue in this manner much longer!

Mr. Chairman, we hope these comments and concerns assist you in budget
deliberations for the FY 2012 budget for the BLM. We remain sincere in our
efforts to assure proper management of the National System of Public
Lands.
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Mr. SiMPsON. Thank you, Elena. We appreciate that. And you
are right, there are several problems we have got to address, and
we appreciate you being here and pointing those out. Thank you.
Jim.

Mr. MORAN. Yes, just to thank Ms. Daly as well. She did not
mention it, but she headed the National Landscape Conservation
System. But we want to thank you for your leadership in that area.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next, we have Brady Robinson, the Executive Di-
rector of Access Fund, Outdoor Alliance.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

OUTDOOR ALLIANCE

WITNESS

BRADY ROBINSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE ACCESS FUND,
OUTDOOR ALLIANCE

Mr. ROBINSON. Hi.

Mr. SiMPSON. How are you doing today?

Mr. ROBINSON. I am good. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, honorable
members of the committee, and Mr. Moran, thank you for this op-
portunity to talk to you today.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet.

Mr. ROBINSON. My name is Brady Robinson, and I am the execu-
tive director of the Access Fund. We are the national nonprofit or-
ganization dedicated to climbing and mountaineering access and
conservations on the climber. We are also a founding member of
the Outdoor Alliance, which is a coalition of six national member-
based organizations devoted to the conservation and stewardship of
our Nation’s public lands and waters through responsible human-
powered outdoor recreation.

The Outdoor Alliance represents the interests of millions of
Americans who hike, paddle, climb, mountain bike, ski, and snow-
shoe on our Nation’s public lands and waters. Our collective direct
membership is over 100,000 and we have a network of 1,400 clubs
covering every state in the country.

I have personally dedicated my career to getting people in the
outdoors. Before coming in the Access Fund, I spent over a decade
working for Outward Bound. And through my interactions with
thousands of Outward Bound students, I have personally witnessed
the transformation and rejuvenation that occurs when people—par-
ticularly young people—have the opportunity to unplug and con-
nect with the outdoors.

The Outdoor Alliance has extensive experience working with fed-
eral land managers across the country concerning recreation and
conservation policies. Our experience shows that adequate funding
for the Park Service, the Forest Service, and the BLM is required
to support public access to these public lands and rivers. And while
federal land managers are currently integrating recreation, con-
servation, and restoration programs to more effectively manage our
public lands for the benefit of all Americans, it is clear that budget
cuts to these agencies would mean less access to and less conserva-
tion out of our public land. Underfunded and understaffed land
managers, when forced to make resource protection and visitor use
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decisions are more likely to close or highly restrict public access.
And this problem concerns not only Outdoor Alliance members but
also hunters and anglers and other user groups.

My organization, the Access Group, is seen as dynamic at numer-
ous locations across the country such as Williamson Rock and An-
geles National Forest, Christmas Tree Pass at the Lake Mead Na-
tional Recreation area and Castle Rocks in Idaho at the BLM Bur-
ley Field office. The Outdoor Alliance believes that with the guid-
ance and momentum of the America’s Great Outdoors Initiative,
the agencies are poised, if adequately funded, to enhance the public
enjoyment of high quality public lands and waters like never be-
fore.

Nationwide active outdoor recreation contributes $730 billion an-
nually to the U.S. economy and supports nearly 6.5 million jobs.
Mr. Chairman, according to the Outdoor Industry Association, ac-
tive outdoor recreation supports 37,000 jobs in Idaho, generates
$154 million in annual state tax revenue, and produces $2.2 billion
annually in retail sales and services across Idaho. That is more
than five percent of the gross state product.

We endorse a budget that will support this segment of our econ-
omy and adequately fund the Department of Interior and Depart-
ment of Agriculture, activities that provide adequate outdoor recre-
ation access to public lands and waters. And we offer specific budg-
et recommendations for fiscal year 2012, which can be found in my
written testimony.

As an example of what can happen to public access when agen-
cies have inadequate funding, look to the Red River Gorge in the
Daniel Boone National Forest. Located in southwestern Kentucky,
the Red River Gorge contains one of the largest concentrations of
high-quality climbable rock in the United States and attracts visi-
tors from around the world. However, the Forest Service does not
have the resources to balance all its obligations and still provide
for the proper management of these world-class climbing opportuni-
ties. Inadequate funding for environmental assessments has pre-
vented the Forest Service from stewarding existing recreational
sites and opening new sites. The Forest Service is unable to assess
areas that are temporarily closed due to cultural and natural use
conflicts, which results in de facto long-term closures.

Climbers, mountain bikers, and other user groups bring much-
needed economic activity to this rural area. Without sufficient
funding, the U.S. Forest Service cannot afford to conduct the stud-
ies or administer the processes which allow for public access. As a
result, would-be users, the local economy, and the natural re-
sources themselves suffer. And unfortunately, this is all too com-
mon. The American people need open public lands for recreation in
both rural and urban areas for our economy, for our physical, men-
tal, and spiritual health, and to instill an appreciation of our beau-
tiful lands and waters in our children.

We at the Access Fund have developed positive working relation-
ships with the agencies but we are not their apologists. We are not
interested in big government bureaucracies, excessive regulation,
or unneeded services. However, these agencies need basic levels of
funding to fulfill their important missions.
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I can only imagine the incredible pressures that all of you are
under to get government spending under control and I appreciate
the need for austerity and for discipline. Our recommendations rep-
resent the minimum funding level we believe is necessary to keep
our Nation’s great outdoors open and stewarded for the benefit of
the American people

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and committee members, for the op-
portunity to appear before you today. And I stand ready to answer
any questions you might have.

[The statement of Brady Robinson follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF BRADY ROBINSON, ACCESS FUND AND OUTDOOR ALLIANCE
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR,
ENVIRONMENT AND RELATED AGENCIES
PUBLIC WITNESS HEARING, APRIL 14, 201!

Executive Summary of Outdoor Alliance’s FY2012 Budget Recommendations:

| Agency Program and Funding Recommendations
Dept. of Agriculture « Land Management Planning/Assessment/Monitoring: $205 million
Forest Service *» Recreation Management, Heritage and Wilderness: $290 million

« Capital Improvements & Maintenance/Trails: $349 million
« Integrated Resource Restoration: $854 million

Dept. of the Interior » Park Operations: $2.3 billion
National Park Service | » National Recreation and Preservation: $51.5 million
* Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program: $10 million

Dept. of the Interior * Recreation Management: $77 million

Bureau of « National Landscape Conservation System: $39.3 million
Land Management

DOl and USDA « Federal LWCF: $900 million (including)

Jointly Stateside: $200 million

Forest Legacy Program: $59 million
« Wild and Scenic Rivers:
BLM: $9.3 million; USFS: $19 million; NPS $1 million

Mr. Chairman and Honorable Members of the Subcommittee:

My name is Brady Robinson and I serve as the Executive Director of the Access Fund, a national
non-profit organization dedicated to climbing and mountaineering access and conservation. The
Access Fund is a founding member of the Outdoor Alliance (OA), a coalition of six national,
member-based organizations devoted to conservation and stewardship of our nation’s public
lands and waters through responsible human-powered outdoor recreation. OA includes: Access
Fund, American Canoe Association, American Hiking Society, American Whitewater,
International Mountain Bicycling Association, and Winter Wildlands Alliance, and represents
the interests of millions Americans who hike, paddle, climb, mountain bike, ski and snow shoe
on our nation’s public lands and waters. Our collective direct membership is over 100,000, and
we have a network of almost 1,400 local clubs covering every state in the country.

The Outdoor Alliance has extensive experience working with federal land managers across the
country concerning recreation and conservation policies. Our experience shows that adequate
funding for the National Park Service, US Forest Service, and Bureau of Land Management is
required to support public access and enjoyment of the cherished public lands and rivers they
manage. While federal land managers are integrating recreation, conservation, and restoration
programs to more efficiently and effectively manage our public lands for the benefit of all
Americans, it is also clear that budget cuts to these agencies would mean less access to and
conservation of our public land. Under-funded and under-staffed land managers, when forced to
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make resource protection and visitor use decisions, are much more likely to close or highly
restrict public access. This problem concerns Outdoor Alliance activities but also hunters and
anglers, My organization, the Access Fund, has seen this dynamic at numerous locations across
the country such as Williamson Rock in the Angeles National Forest, Christmas Tree Pass at the
Lake Mead National Recreation Area, and at Castle Rocks in Idaho’s BLM Burley Field Office.
The Outdoor Alliance believes that with the guidance and momentum of the America’s Great
Outdoors initiative the agencies are poised—if given adequate resources—to enhance public
enjoyment of high quality public lands and waters like never before.

The Outdoor Alliance supports a common sense budget approach that will adequately fund
Department of the Interior and Department of Agriculture activities that are essential to
providing public recreation access to high quality public lands and waters. These activities
support the $730 billion annual outdoor recreation economy and are critical in reconnecting our
youth and our increasingly diverse citizenry with nature. To achieve these goals, we offer the
following budget recommendations for Fiscal Year 2012.

Department of Agriculture - Forest Service

Recreation on national forest lands greatly supports local economies and employment. The 2010
National Visitor Use Monitoring Report found that spending by recreation visitors in areas near
national forests totals almost $13 billion annually. Protecting these economic benefits requires an
adequately funded planning process, an effective infrastructure of trails and roads, and protected
natural landscapes and rivers. Forest Service land management plans (with appropriate inventory
and monitoring efforts) are critical to respond to existing and developing management
challenges, and to inform intelligent and strategic forest management that allows for responsible
recreational access. Forest plans must be maintained and revised repeatedly to maintain
relevancy, and updated inventory and monitoring data is critical for present-day planning and
management challenges. In the last eight years funding for Forest Service planning has dropped
by over one-third, and we’ve seen associated unmet issues and obligations that have led directly
to restrictions of various OA activities. To maintain a basic planning program that is able to
respond to today’s management challenges, OA requests at least the Administration’s requested
budget of $205 million for Land Management Planning, Assessment & Monitoring.

The Recreation, Heritage and Wilderness program oversees all recreation on National Forest
lands, and yet this program is also chronically under-funded and understaffed. OA supports at
least the President’s allocation of $290 million that will permit the Forest Service to prioritize
resources and facilities, maintain current on-the-ground staff, and continue basic recreation
resource analyses and planning. Additionally, this funding level will assist in leveraging
partnerships with the human-powered recreation community, who devote many thousands of
volunteer hours to conservation and stewardship projects on our national forests.

The National Forest System serves over 50 million visitors annually who participate in activities
such as cross-country skiing, hiking, climbing, boating, and mountain biking across. Over
153,000 miles of trails of trails support these activities, but the Forest Service struggles with
maintenance backlogs in the billions of dollars. OA believes that $349.9 million in FY12 for
Capital Improvements and Maintenance is the basic support needed to avoid adding to the
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massive deferred maintenance backlog, improve non-motorized trail infrastructure, mitigate
resource impacts, and provide high-quality recreational experiences on Forest Service lands.

Our national forests are interspersed with old roads that receive little or no use yet cause serious
environmental impacts and pose long-term financial threats. Removing old and unused roads and
investing in the roads used by hikers, climbers, anglers, hunters, bicyclists, and boaters is good
for recreation, good for the environment, creates jobs, and improves water quality benefitting
downstream users. Since its creation in 2007, the Legacy Roads and Trails Remediation Fund
has improved over 12,000 acres of watershed, maintained 3,170 miles of trails, improved 10,959
miles of authorized roads, and decommissioned 2, 970 miles of unauthorized roads. The Legacy
Roads initiative creates or retains approximately 1,500 jobs every year which provide a
significant economic stimulus to rural America. OA supports FY12 appropriation of $854
million for the Integrated Resource Restoration budget line for the restoration and
management of priority watersheds, with at least $75 million of that allocated to continue the
important work of the Legacy Roads and Trails program.

Department of the Interior - National Park Service

Our national parks offer an array of world-class opportunities recreate. Many of America’s
national parks serve as iconic locations for Outdoor Alliance activities, and enthusiasts travel
from all over the world to climb, hike, boat, bike, and ski in places like Yosemite, Grand
Canyon, and Grand Teton. OA supports the President’s proposed FY 12 appropriation of $2.3
billion for the Operation of the National Park System, including $51.5 million for National
Recreation and Preservation. For over 20 years, the Rivers, Trails and Conservation
Assistance (RTCA) program has helped people build parks and trails and preserve open space
and river corridors in their local communities. RTCA leverages federal funding by assisting
locally-led conservation and outdoor recreation projects across the country to create important
community infrastructure, encourage volunteerism and environmental stewardship, and connect
families and children to close-to-home recreation opportunities. Further, RTCA helps reconnect
Americans—especially kids—with the outdoors as part of the America’s Great Outdoors
initiative. OA believes that an RTCA appropriation of $10 million for FY'12 would allow this
essential capacity-building conservation and recreation program to continue.

Department of the Interior - Bureau of Land Management

Many OA members recreate on BLM lands across the country. Opportunities to recreate on
BLM lands—such as mountain biking in Utah and climbing in California—are considered some
of the most highly-valued in the country. Outdoor Alliance agrees with the Administration that
the BLM is uniquely positioned to contribute to the success of the America‘s Great Qutdoors
initiative and its goals of reconnecting Americans to these superlative recreation resources and
re-igniting the passions of the public for their outdoor legacy. We support a $77 million FY12
budget for Recreation Management that will enable BLM to strengthen its protection and
management of popular, high quality recreation areas.

The Outdoor Alliance's has long valued the high-quality recreation opportunities found
specifically within the BLM’s National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) which
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represent some of the best human-powered recreation in the American West. Examples include:
rock climbing at Red Rocks National Conservation Area in Nevada; mountain biking the Loop
Road at Steens Mountain in Oregon; boating the Rogue Wild and Scenic River, also in Oregon;
backcountry skiing at Gunnison Gorge NCA in Colorado; and hiking “the Wave” at Vermillion
Cliffs National Monument in Utah. OA believes that funding of $39.3 million for NLCS
programs is necessary to hire essential management staff, monitor and protect natural and
recreational resources, prevent resource damage, and allow for a quality visitor experience.

Department of the Interior and Department of Agriculture

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 directed Congress to allocate
royalties from offshore oil and gas development for the purchase of land, waterways, wetlands,
and other resource lands and to provide matching grant assistance for state and local projects.
The LWCEF also addresses the nation's growing desire to preserve natural areas, and provide the
recreational opportunities enjoyed by the Outdoor Alliance membership. LWCF landscapes also
offer significant environmental, economic and cultural benefits: clean drinking water and
protected fisheries; protection from wildfires and flooding; tourism dollars in rural communities;
and access to out-of-doors recreation opportunities.

In 1972 Congress authorized $900 million to be used each year for LWCF projects out of more
than $6 billion in federal revenue collected annually from offshore oil and gas leases. However,
federal budgets have historically fallen far short of the support needed for thesé important and
popular projects. Yet, the LWCF has long enjoyed strong and bipartisan support. Last Congress
the House of Representatives passed the CLEAR Act (H.R. 3534) which included a provision
dedicating full funding of LWCF at $900 million each year. Bipartisan Senate legislation
(S8.2747) also provided full and dedicated funding for the LWCF at the authorized level of $900
million annually. Outdoor Alliance supports the President’s stated goal of fully funding the Land
and Water Conservation Fund by 2014 and we request the subcommittee fund federal LWCF at
$900 million and stateside LWCF at $200 million for FY12 to match State funds.

Wild and Scenic Rivers offer Americans some of the best outdoor recreation opportunities on
federal lands and is a core component of the America’s Great Outdoors initiative. Explicitly
funding Wild and Scenic River program staff and activities within each agency would ensure that
agencies have the capacity to protect these rivers and provide world-class recreation
opportunities. We support the Administration’s proposed $9.3 million for the BLM Wild and
Scenic River Program, request that a new line item for the Forest Service Wild and Scenic Rivers
program be funded at $19 million out of the Recreation Management, Heritage and Wilderness
budget, and that the Wild and Scenic Rivers Program line item in the NPS budget be funded at
no less than $1 million to complement the Park Unit, Partnership Rivers, and Special Resource
Studies budget lines.

Thank you for considering these suggestions.
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Mr. SiMPsON. Thank you. We appreciate your testimony and the
work you do.

Mr. ROBINSON. Thank you.

Mr. SIMPSON. Jim——

Mr. MORAN. Another graduate of Outward Bound, which hails—
Senator Mark Udall, a former colleague, is one of your alumni I
guess and the most prominent. It is a great program.

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes. He has been very supportive.

Mr. MORAN. Yeah.

Mr. ROBINSON. Thank you.

Mr. SimMpsON. Thank you. Next, we have Bill Chandler, Vice
President of Government Affairs for the Marine Conservation Biol-
ogy Institute.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

MARINE CONSERVATION BIOLOGY INSTITUTE

WITNESS

BILL CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT FOR GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, MA-
RINE CONSERVATION BIOLOGY INSTITUTE

Mr. CHANDLER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Good morning. How are you doing?

Mr. CHANDLER. It is a pleasure to be here, Moran, Members of
the subcommittee.

I represent Marine Conservation Biology Institute. It is a non-
profit conservation organization based in the Seattle, Washington
area. We have been involved in the conservation of our Pacific is-
lands and Pacific island territory since 2005. I would like to em-
phasize to the subcommittee that when President Bush created the
four national rain monuments out there that he did during his
term, he significantly increased the responsibilities of the Fish and
Wildlife Service. The service now has lead responsibility or sole re-
sponsibility for about 225,000 additional square miles. Altogether,
these monuments have increased the size of the refuge system by
about one-third, which is sort of a startling number except, you
know, they do not have billions of hunters and fishermen trying to
get into the refuges out there, but it is a very large area.

These monuments are home to millions and millions of seabirds,
rare and abundant corals, some endangered species, and in essence
they represent a beacon of what pristine ecosystems are supposed
to look like for other nations of the world that are trying to restore
their own highly damaged coral island systems throughout the Pa-
cific. In other words, this is a great benchmark—and there are not
many left—to show the world what these natural systems really
look like and how they are supposed to function.

To adequately meet its responsibilities, we estimate that the
Service needs an additional $18 million but I am not going to ask
for all of that today. This would allow them to do several things
that are not happening right now—for example, to hire adequate
management personnel, to develop plans for the monuments which
are, I should point out, two years behind. They have already
missed their deadline date for having the management plans pre-
pared along with NOAA. It would enable them to procure transpor-
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tation to get out to these islands. They need to keep developing
plans and implementing them to restore a lot of the damage that
occurred on the islands in the past from military occupations dur-
ing World War II. And they need to keep the Midway Airfield open
and maintained because Congress directed that they do that a
number of years ago. And finally, they have to provide enforcement
to these areas, consulting with the Coast Guard and NOAA in
order to make sure that illegal fishing does not occur in our waters.
And there is a problem in that regard. I should also say that the
18 million estimated need does not cover any damages associated
with the tsunami that swept over some of these places like Mid-
way.

We are recommending in 2012 a funding level of about 9.03—or
just let us round it off to $9 million—for just the monument activi-
ties of the Service out there. And this level of funding would pro-
vide an additional $.5 million for Midway operations, which they
need, and the rest would cover the following: managers for two of
the monuments that do not have them now, a public planner so
that they can get these management plans teed up and done, con-
tinued invasive species removal work at a 2 or 300,000 level, and
most important—and what I want to emphasize this morning above
all else—is travel cost to get a contractor bidding party out to two
islands in the remote islands monument to prepare bids to give es-
timates on what it would take to get two shipwrecks off those reefs.

And the problem with the shipwrecks is that they are not just
sitting there. They are leaching iron. The iron is causing the explo-
sive growth of a couple of nuisance species which are killing corals.
And at Palmyra Island alone the Fish and Wildlife Service several
years ago documented 250 acres of pristine corals have been killed
and they are going to keep dying until they get these shipwrecks
out and remove the source of the leaching iron.

I have some pictures that I think most graphically show the sub-
committee what has been going on there and I will give—you can
just flip through these really quickly. The first one is the wreck
that showed up on Kingman in 2007. It is now disintegrated and
its iron parts, as I mentioned, are leaching iron into the Kingman
Reef area. The second picture you see shows the Palmyra wreck,
and all of that dark blue area in the field is where the corallimorph
has taken over and killed the corals. And it is spreading. The next
photo shows what the corallimorph looks like. It is an anemone-like
species that has basically eliminated the natural corals that are
there. And then finally, another shot of the devastation that is oc-
curring.

I will also point out to the subcommittee that the Fish and Wild-
life Service has been aware of this problem for a number of years
but has failed to act. Inaction means more corals are going to die
and these monuments are going to be further degraded. We frankly
find this unacceptable and we hope that the committee will give se-
rious consideration to spurring meaningful action on this matter
this year.

And my conclusion after studying this for quite a bit is that the
first thing that we need to do is we need to spend $60,000 or so
to have the Fish and Wildlife Service fly out a team of salvage con-
tractors so that they can go to the wrecks, figure out what it is
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going to take, and give the Fish and Wildlife Service an honest es-
timate about what it would take to move these wrecks.

In conclusion, I would say that overall the Fish and Wildlife
Service needs more resources to deal with their added responsibil-
ities out here. These places are important even though people do
not live on most of them. And we would hope that this would re-
ceive favorable consideration by the subcommittee. That concludes
my testimony and I would be happy to answer any questions re-
garding this particular issue or any issue out there.

[The statement of Bill Chandler follows:]
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Wiliiam Chandler, Vice President for Government Affairs March 28, 2011

The Honorable Michael K. Simpson, Chair

Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Committee on Appropriations

United States House of Representatives, RHOB B-308

Washington, DC 20515

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Marine Conservation Biology Institute (MCBI), based in Bellevue, WA, is a nonprofit
conservation organization whose mission is to protect vast areas of the ocean. We use science to
identify places in peril and advocate for bountiful, healthy oceans for current and future
generations. MCBI supports the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wildlife
Refuge System (NWRS) for the habitats it protects, particularly the monuments and refuges that
conserve marine environments. 1 wish to thank the members of the Subcommittee on Interior,
Environment, and Related Agencies for the opportunity to submit written testimony
recommending $9.03 mitlion in FY 2012 for the management of the nation’s marine monuments.

The USFWS NWRS oversees 553 refuges and 4 marine national monuments covering more than
234,000 square miles. A comprehensive analysis compiled by the Cooperative Alliance for
Refuge Enhancement (CARE), of which MCBI is a member, shows that the Refuge System
needs at least $900 million in annual operations and maintenance funding to properly administer
its lands and waters, educational nature programs, habitat restoration projects, and much more.
Of that $900 million goal for the Refuge System, $18 million is needed to provide sufficient
management of the marine national monuments.

Four marine national monuments have been established in the Pacific Ocean since 2006:
Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument, Marianas Trench Marine National Monument,
Pacific Remote Islands Marine National Monument, and Rose Atoll Marine National Monument.
Together, these monuments protect approximately 335,348 square miles of marine habitat, of
which the Service’s jurisdiction from the Hawaii-Pacific Refuge Complex increased by 215,600
square miles. These four monuments include 12 marine refuges and more than 20 islands, atolls
and reefs spread across the vast Pacific Ocean. President Bush gave the Department of the
Interior (designated to the US Fish and Wildlife Service) management responsibility over the
three newest monuments, although the Department of Commerce maintains primarily
responsibility for managing fishing in the outer waters. In sum, USFWS responsibilities in the
Pacific Islands have increased substantially, but the funding to manage these vast areas has not
followed suit.

Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument

Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument is managed collectively by the Department of
the Interior, US Fish and Wildlife Service; the Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); and the State of Hawaii, Department of Land and Natural
Resources. The monument is home to millions of seabirds, an incredible diversity of coral
species including deep-sea corals, and the highly endangered Hawaiian monk seal.
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Approximately 90% of Hawaii’s green sea turtles nest in the monument, as do about 99% of the
world’s population of Laysan albatross and 98% of the black-footed albatross. These islands
within the monument are also important to Native Hawaiians for culture, history, and religion.

Pacific Remote Islands Marine National Monument

The Pacific Remote Islands Marine National Monument contains some of the last remaining,
relatively intact coral reef and pelagic ecosystems in the Pacific Ocean. Any one of the seven
coral islands contains nearly four times as many shallow water, reef-building coral species as the
entire Florida Keys. The monument provides habitat for an estimated 14 million seabirds and
many threatened or endangered species such as leatherback, loggerhead, and green sea turtles;
humphead wrasse; bumphead parrotfish; and the globally depleted giant clam. An estimated 200
seamounts, most of which have yet to be identified or explored, are predicted to exist in the
pelagic zone within 200 nautical miles of these seven islands. Seamounts are important
biodiversity hotspots because they provide habitat and localized nutrients in the vast pelagic
waters of the Pacific.

Rose Atoll Marine National Monument

Rose Atoll Marine National Monument is home to a very diverse assemblage of terrestrial and
marine species, many of which are threatened or endangered. Rose Atoll supports 97% of the
seabird population of American Samoa, including 12 federally protected migratory seabirds and
5 species of federally protected shorebirds. Rose Atoll is the largest nesting ground in the
Samoan Islands for threatened green sea turtles and is an important nesting ground for the
endangered hawksbill turtle. Rose Atoll also provides sanctuary for the giant clam, whose
population is severely depleted throughout the Pacific Ocean.

Marianas Trench Marine National Monument

The Marianas Trench Marine National Monument protects areas of biological, historical and
scientific significance. The monument is home to unusual life forms found in its boiling and
highly acid waters, highly diverse and unique coral reef systems (more than 300 species of stony
coral), and an astonishingly high population of apex predators, including large numbers of
sharks. [t monument also encompasses the Mariana Trench, the deepest ocean area on Earth,
deeper than Mount Everest is tall.

Marine National Monument Management Implementation

It is imperative that USFWS establish appropriate management measures to adequately protect
the land, waters and seafloor of all four of these relatively pristine marine monuments. In
particular, the USFWS must have adequate funds to continue to develop management plans for
each monument, hire adequate management personnel, provide transportation to visit the islands
on a regular basis, develop plans to restore damaged reefs and lands, and consult with NOAA
and the US Coast Guard to provide proper surveillance and enforcement actions for all the
monuments.

Restoration actions are needed at most of the islands, including restoring natural habitats,
removing discarded equipment and structures from past military occupations, and dealing with
old waste disposal sites. Additionally, human exploration and occupation has introduced many
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600 Pennsylvania Ave SE, Suite 210 « Washington DC 20003 USA
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invasive species to the islands, including various rodents, insects, and plants, which should be
removed for the survival of the native species.

For example, two fishing vessels that grounded in the Pacific Remote Islands Marine National
Monument have yet to be removed and are currently devastating the surrounding coral
ecosystems. In 1991, a 121-foot Taiwanese fishing boat sank on Palmyra Atoll; in 2007 an
abandoned 85-foot fishing vessel was discovered on Kingman Reef. These two islands are home
to coral reefs that are some of the most pristine in the world. The Palmyra wreck sits directly on
the reef and continues to damage the ecosystem by leaching iron into the water which has
accelerated the rapid growth of a nuisance corallimorph, Rhodactis howesii. According to the
report by the US Geological Service and the University of Hawaii, greater than 100 million
corallimorph individuals cover more than 247 acres of the bottom. The most recent expedition to
the atoll shows that the corallimorph doubled coverage in one year (within 500 meters of the ship
in 2007 to 1100 meters in 2008). Refuge managers recently reported that the corallimorph is
continuing to spread out of control and the ship must be removed immediately to avoid further
damage to the ecosystem.

The Kingman Reef wreck’s initial grounding gouged the reef and has continued to cause
physical and ecological damage. The area is showing early signs of the nusiance corallimorph,
as well as an elevated growth of algae. The algae and the corallimorph become very abundant
when stimulated by increases in limited nutrients, such as iron from corroding ship, and in time
smother and kill the surrounding coral reefs. The algae are present on nearly 10% of the metal
debris (metallic engine parts, piping, cookware, etc.). Both the algae and corallimorph are
present within 200 meters of the abandoned shipwreck. As the ship continues to break apart,
more steel will be scattered over the reef crest encouraging algae and corallimorph growth. If this
growth continues unabated, it is expected to spread towards the north facing shoreline where
more fragile coral gardens are located.

Appropriation Needs

MCBI requests that the subcommittee increase funding for NWRS operations to $9.03 million in
FY 2012 to begin to properly manage and restore the four Pacific monuments. Of the
approximately $7.5 million that USFWS received in FY 2010 to manage Papahanaumokuikea
Marine National Monument, over half contributed to the maintenance and operation of Midway
Atoll Airfield and upkeep of historic buildings, which is managed and funded jointly with the
Federal Aviation Administration. The remaining USFWS funds were inadequate for monument
resource management needs. For instance, USFWS does not currently have adequate funds to
hire a biologist for the monument.

MCBI recommends a small increase of $0.5 million to continue to co-manage Midway Atoll
Airfield and more adequately manage the natural resources of the monument. The requested
amount is in line with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s funding to co-
manage the monument.

Furthermore, USFWS received less than $200,000 in FY 2010 for management of the three new
marine monuments. It has been over two years since the establishment of the newest monuments

bill@mchi.org » (202) 546-5346 » www.mcbi.org
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and an increase of less than $200,000 to manage these three extraordinary marine monuments is
unacceptable. To properly manage and restore these monuments, the monuments at minimum
need $1.03 million to hire a manager to oversee each new monument (a Rose Atoll Manager was
funded in FY 2010), one public planner position to aid in management responsibilities, and
associated administrative costs such as office space costs and travel expenses. Additional funds
would begin to address restoration measures to remove nuisance and invasive species that are
impacting native wildlife populations. Funds will also fund an initial assessment for the removal
of the two shipwrecks mentioned above that are damaging coral habitats.

In summary, the USFWS has not requested sufficient funds in FY 2012 to meet its stewardship
responsibilities to manage the four marine national monuments and associated refuges.

MCBI respectfully recommends that the subcommittee appropriate a total of $1.03 million to
USFWS NWRS to protect and restore these marine conservation areas for current and future
generations.

Thank you for the opportunity to share our views.

Sincerely,

William Chandler

bill@mcbi.org ¢ (202) 546-5346 « www.mcbi.org
600 Pennsylvania Ave SE, Suite 210 « Washington DC 20003 USA
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for your testimony. I am sorry I had to
step out for just a second, but it is an interesting subject that quite
honestly I had not spent a lot of time thinking about. So I appre-
ciate you bringing it to our attention.

Mr. CHANDLER. You are quite welcome. I realize that deep blue
water is not a big thing that the Fish and Wildlife Service has
dealt with before, but now they have to because they have been
mandated to do so by four presidential proclamations.

Mr. SIMPSON. There is not a lot of deep blue water near Idaho.
I appreciate it.

Mr. CHANDLER. Well, you will have to get them to take you out
to Midway——

Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah.

Mr. CHANDLER [continuing]. Mr. Simpson. That is a fabulous trip
and it will really give you real appreciation of what is going on out
there and what the needs are.

Mr. SiMPSON. I appreciate it. Jim, do you have anything?

Mr. MORAN. Just that $900 million is a lot of money. But thank
you for your testimony.

Mr. CHANDLER. Well, the 900 is for the whole refuge system——

Mr. MORAN. I understand.

Mr. CHANDLER [continuing]. Not for the monuments, sir.

Mr. MoRrAN. Right. Yeah. Thank you.

Mr. SimpPsoON. Next, we have Barbara King, private citizen, BLM
Land Transfers.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

BLM LAND TRANSFERS
WITNESS
BARBARA KING, PRIVATE CITIZEN, BLM LAND TRANSFERS

Ms. KING. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
thank you very much for the opportunity to testify this morning.
My name is Barb King and I am here to testify against funding the
BLM Land Exchange program until land exchange regulations re-
garding public notification in 43 C.F.R. Part 2200 are revised and
written in plain English according to President Obama’s Executive
Order 13583 and the Plain Writing Act of 2010, sponsored by Con-
gressman Moran.

Based on personal experience, I speak unofficially for two groups
of landowners whose property values are at risk because regula-
tions do not specifically require mailing them BLM formal notices
of an exchange. The Notice of Exchange Proposal informs the pub-
lic that an exchange has progressed beyond the feasibility stage
and the Notice of Decision announces the approval of an exchange
in the public comment period.

Interior Secretary Salazar should explain to this subcommittee
why adjacent landowners to BLM properties proposed for disposal
and all prospective end owners of the BLM land known to an ex-
change facilitator are not considered “appropriate” to notify in the
regulations Subpart 2201 and also why BLM land managers ignore
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the BLM land exchange handbook, especially chapters four, five,
seven, and nine relating to this notification issue.

Adding these two groups of people to BLM’s notification list by
regulation would end the Department of Interior’s systemic lack of
transparency about this issue and would be in keeping with Sec-
retary Salazar’s 82-page Open Government Plan. Because of this
troubling 2009 Government Accountability Office report on the pro-
gram, #09-611, Congressional House Resolution 111-80 directed
the Secretary to ensure that BLM’s national land exchange team
documents in the exchange case file the full disclosure of
facilitators’ contracts and related agreements.

Showing his indifference to the directive, the Secretary simply
reissued to BLM field officers the existing unenforceable full disclo-
sure policy in the handbook. Failure to notify all of these parties
will perpetuate BLM’s longstanding problem with appraisals when
a patentee resells the former BLM land at a profit at the expense
of the Federal Government and other landowners. Given the news
stories, the GAO reports, departmental reorganizations, and con-
gressional inquiries for over a decade, Secretary Salazar should
take every step possible to improve this program. Clearly enforcing
the full disclosure policy is one of them.

Since the Secretary will not do that, it should be required by reg-
ulation and the team made accountable for enforcing it. Specifi-
cally, the team should document that all prospective end owners
were added to the BLM’s mailing list, they were listed on appraisal
request forms, the appraiser offered them equal opportunity to at-
tend site inspections, and they received the Notice of Decision. All
of this is necessary to ensure accurate appraisals, fair return to
taxpayers, and a protection of private property values.

I respectfully encourage members of this subcommittee and all
Congressmen and Senators who advocate for land exchanges to
read the GAO and House Appropriations Committee reports and
then read Secretary Salazar’s response to them. Having done that,
I believe you will support legislation requiring these revisions. As
long as this program is run with contempt for public inquiry and
congressional scrutiny, it should not be funded. And that is the
opinion of a taxpayer when we are looking at asking taxpayers in
50 states to fund projects in 8 states.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you so
much for this opportunity.

[The statement of Barbara King follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to
testify this morning. My name is Barbara King and | am a resident of Houston,Texas. |
am testifying in opposition to continued funding for the Bureau of Land Management's
Land Exchange program until land exchange regulations in 43 CFR Part 2200 are
amended to better protect the private property rights of rural landowners. Over a
decade and several critical GAO reports later, Congress is still revisiting, at taxpayers’
expense, the same unresolved problems identified in GAO's June, 2000, report to
Congressman George Miller, calling for expanded roles, responsibilities, and
accountability of BLM's review team, now called the National Land Exchange Team.

I am not a lawyer or a lobbyist, but a citizen who learned about the BLM land
exchange program during the process of regaining the national forest access and
property value | lost in a Colorado land exchange four years ago. The experience would
have been prevented had BLM officials interpreted their notification regulations as |
believe the public would expect them fo, and exercised what is called the Fuli
Disclosure provision in their exchange agreement with the land exchange facilitator.

In a land exchange, BLM's initial public notification, the "Notice of Exchange
Proposal," must be published once a week for 4 consecutive weeks in newspapers of
general circulation and mailed to authorized users, jurisdictional State and local
governments, and the congressional delegation, and others "as appropriate." The
second notice, the Notice of Decision, reads similarly but adds "non-Federal exchange
parties” and "individuals who requested notification” to the list. Your constituents would
be surprised, as | was, that important land exchange decisions such as notification of
the public are made quite arbitrarily by BLM realty personnel.

The notification regulations should be amended to add two groups of potentially
affected people to the mailing list for these notices. The first group is adjacent
landowners to BLM land up for disposal and the second group consists of prospective
patentees and grantees of the Federal land, known to the land exchange facilitator.

| have asked countless BLM officials to explain how BLM defines the word
“appropriate” in this regulation, and never received an answer. Most recently, Ms. Kim
Berns, BLM Division Chief of Lands and Realty, told me that all my questions had
been answered and she had nothing further to offer. Since this exchange occurred in
former Congressman John Salazar's district, | thought he could help, but | was told he
could not require an agency to do anything. So, two years later, | still don't know exactly
what BLM means by the term, or why these two groups of people are not appropriate to
notify. However, | have learned one thing. An individual citizen is not going to win a
battle of semantics with the Department of Interior.

Unknown to the public, the acting DO! Inspector General, Mary Kendall, recently
instructed BLM officials to specifically remove, from the next edition of the Land
Exchange Handbook, its requirement to notify adjacent landowners, which has been on
the Handbook's exchange processing checklist since1997. This defies common sense.
There is, however, a contingent at BLM that does think such notification is the right thing
to do. The exchange Notice of intent said BLM would notify adjacent landowners. The
exchange Decision Summary stated, incorrectly, that it had, revealing the NLET's lack
of oversight regarding the notification procedure. in addition, DOI officials testified
before the Appropriations Committee in 2005, that BLM must notify adjacent
landowners.
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Next, | would like to comment on Secretary Salazar's recent response to this
Committees's directive to him in HR 111-80 to reform the land exchange program based
on the troubling 2009 Government Accountability report entitied "BLM and the Forest
Service Have Improved Oversight of the Land Exchange Process, but Additional
Actions are needed.” BLM has re-issued, via Instruction Memoranda to Field Officers,
policy already in the Handbook. Even if the content of these memos had been
encouraging, apparently it wouldn't matter. A senior BLM official told me BLM considers
the Handbook only a guide and no case law enforces it.

One memo reveals that Field and State realty officials may or may not have
received formal training, are largely self-policing, and interpret statutes, regulations, and
exchange policies with a supervisor "spot-checking” their work. This is contrary to
GAO's recommendation that staff complete mandatory training.

Another memo reiterates the Full Disclosure requirement which has been in the
Handbook since 1997, Simply reissuing this is meaningless without BLM's commitment
to enforce it . As GAO states, it is imperative BLM realty staff do this.

My experience illustrates how crucial that provision is, for three reasons:
1) BLM must know the content of a facilitator's agreements, the exchange parameters
stated and the scope of work offered, to ensure consistency with BLM policies.
2.) BLM must add prospective patentees and grantees known to the facilitator fo its
mailing list. This makes sense according to the regulation, and is required by Handbook
policy in Chapter 9.
3.) BLM must enter the names of both the prospective patentee and grantees on its
appraisal request forms to submit to the appraiser so he is aware of its present use and
economic factors such as all parties to the transaction.

The Secretary's response also rejects the Congressional directive to ensure that
decisions regarding land exchanges are fully documented, leaving documentation of full
disclosures at the authorized officer's discretion. Therefore, the exchange regulation
should be amended so BLM's National Land Exchange Team must provide case file
documentation of the disclosures. This is the GAO recommendation, and as
Congressional members look at this issue more closely, | think they will agree it should
be done, and the Teamn should be held accountable to Congress.

Finally, DOI's embedded philosophy of "delegating down," favoring a State- run
tand exchange program with little Headquarters oversight, can put top officials in the
position of making inaccurate statements to Congress, based on unsubstantiated and
biased information received from the field. This may be routine in Washington, but to the
public outside the beltway, it is entirely unacceptable.

For example, responding to Congressman Culberson’s requests for information,
BLM Director Abbey stated that BLM had followed all regulations and policies in the
exchange, when, among other things, BLM failed to exercise the Full Disclosure policy.
The National Land Exchange Review Team had not verified disclosures, so it was only
after the exchange BLM realized some of the exchange parameters did not square with
BLM policy.

Instead of honoring BLM’s galling request for increased funding for land
exchanges, Congress should wait until Secretary Salazar implements the GAO
recommendations and Congressional directives.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, thank you again.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. You posed some interesting questions
that I do not have the answer to, obviously. Mr. Moran.

Mr. MoORAN. No, I agree.

Mr. SiMPSON. We will pose those questions to the right people.

Ms. KiNG. Okay. Thank you very much.

Mr. SiMPSON. I appreciate it. Thank you for your testimony.
Next, we have Madeleine Pickens, founder of Saving America’s
Mustangs. Welcome, Madeleine.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

SAVING AMERICA’S MUSTANGS
WITNESS
MADELEINE PICKENS, FOUNDER, SAVING AMERICA’S MUSTANGS

Ms. PickENS. Thank you. I am honored, Chairman, to be here,
and Congressman Moran. It is really interesting here today listen-
ing to everybody and their monuments and Fish and Wildlife. They
all have so much. And I am here representing the American mus-
tang. And it is extraordinary that we have to get a life of our own,
but I think we are here.

And I stand here as an immigrant to the United States. I was
born in Iraq. I was fortunate because I dreamed of coming here. I
fell in love with America. I used to go to movies with my father
and watch westerns and I could not wait to get here. So many of
you in this room were born here. You were born rich. You have a
great history. I think too many of you have forgotten what it is all
about.

And so I present to you—I have Chief Arvol Looking Horse, 19th
generation keeper of the sacred white buffalo calf pipe of the
Lakota, Dakota, Nakota Nation of the Sioux, and his wife Paula,
as well as Travis Jackson, Junior. And he represents the Seminole
Nation from Oklahoma. We are pleased to be also accompanied by
wounded Army veterans Brian Field and Clay Rankin, along with
their service dogs Justice and Harley. These are some of our great
American heroes. And we have Stacy Dagel here. She represents
all of the American citizens who were not able to attend this hear-
ing. And all of these special people have traveled from all over the
Nation to be here in support of our wild horses. I am here to real-
ize another dream—on behalf of our American mustang—a perma-
nent home for them called Mustang Monument in Nevada.

Wild horses and burros are unfortunately a frustration and man-
agement dilemma for the Bureau of Land Management. These wild
animals were designated by Congress as living American historical
symbols by the Wild Horse and Burro Act, PL 92-195. How have
these national living symbols of American history been devalued as
less deserving than a national historic stone monument? Why are
these wild animals a frustration and dilemma to the Bureau of
Land Management? It is because the multiple-use culture of the
Agency encourages commercial and political interest to prevail over
the interest of wild horses and burros on public lands. I am sure
that if our national historic monuments or parks were managed by
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Bureau of Land Management, these public properties, too, would be
subject to short-term commercial and political interest.

Through the creation of Mustang Monument, a historic living
museum, thousands of wild horses and burros could be managed by
the Department of Interior with an emphasis on protection for and
public interaction with these magnificent living symbols of Amer-
ican history. Surely this approach is in keeping with the spirit and
intent of Congress. A living versus stone historic monument is a
difficult concept for management. But both are equally important
to sanctify and preserve our American history and culture for fu-
ture generations of American people.

A living monument is the missing key to the proper management
of horses and burros removed from HMA areas, Horse Management
Areas, which honors the intent and spirit of Congress, as ordered
in PL 92-195. Over the course of the past three years, I have had
numerous conversations and meetings with Bureau of Land Man-
agement Personnel in Washington and Nevada. They all agree the
demand for adopting wild horses and burros is inadequate to keep
up with animals gathered annually. Fertility control has its place,
but it is not slowing the need to gather thousands of animals annu-
ally. The cost of confining gathered horses in feedlots is out of con-
trol. The living conditions inhumane and the Agency needs millions
of dollars more each year to feed the growing herds of wild animals
in captivity. And the Agency needs new authority to implement a
new solution.

So the existing Wild Horse and Burro Program is not sustain-
able. Every year the program costs the taxpayers millions of dollars
more. Every year the Agency gathers thousands of horses which
are not adoptable. And every GAO report on the Wild Horse and
Burro Program states the same conclusion. The program needs to
be fixed.

We have broken out the current cost of the BLM program with
a significant cost savings with my sanctuary proposal. And I be-
lieve you all have that there. With my proposal, the government
stands to save $607 million. It is amazing. You know, when you
gather these horses off the range and many of them are mares,
they are in foal. Those babies are born in captivity. When they are
born in captivity, you feed them every day hay and water. They
live another 10 to 20 years. You know, people forget that. When
they live on the range, they have a shorter life. But that is nature.
That is how it is supposed to be. So not only have you gathered
them, but you have now guaranteed yourself another 10 to 15 years
of looking after them. You have got to do something about it. I
have a chart here that you all have that you can take and see.

Quite candidly, the leadership within the Department of Interior
and Bureau of Land Management feel their hands are tied, tied by
the language within the Taylor Grazing Act and Wild Horse and
Burro Act. And these fine men and women are waiting for you to
provide new direction and authority so they can create these pub-
lic-private partnerships. Employees within the Bureau of Land
Management cannot lobby Congress for this new authority but they
sure would like your approval to relax the Taylor Grazing Act and
the Wild Horse and Burro Act and create a new opportunity to
combine large tracts of public lands administered by the Bureau of
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Land Management with private lands as new homes for the wild
horses and burros.

I have discussed this plan with the BLM and they agree with the
concept. Both Secretary Salazar and Director Bob Abbey have been
involved working out the details to ensure the plan is ecologically
sound, economically feasible, and socially attainable. And without
fail, every western movie I saw as a child always had the same
ending. The cowboy would rush in and save the day. It is now in
your hands to be the right cowboy and turn this program around.

By unanimous decision in 1971 Congress made it clear that the
wild horse is an American icon and we call it the American mus-
tang. We have with us and I have right here 72,000 emails and let-
ters from the public stating how horrified they are with what the
BLM is doing and asking for a moratorium on the roundups imme-
diately. This volume of letters is exponentially high and needs to
be justly delivered to the BLM by way of your ruling. The Amer-
ican public is counting on this Appropriations Committee to take
action today and give our mustangs back their right to live on the
range.

Please remember my website everybody here,
SavingAmericasMustangs.org. Join us. We have a huge army of
support now and I am delighted to be here today. I know I am talk-
ing to the right cowboy.

[The statement of Madeleine Pickens follows:]



120

Written Statement from Madeleine Pickens:

As Congress works to finalize legislation for Fiscal Year 2012, Saving America’s Mustangs would like to
bring to your attention the significant cost savings that could be realized for American taxpayers through
adjustments to spending in the Department of Interior/Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM} Wild Horse
and Burro Program and the approval and adoption of our Wild Horse Eco-Sanctuary plan. We have been
extremely frustrated with the lack of progress on the eco-sanctuary project that | have proposed for the
last two and a half years even though | have taken every means necessary, including my own personal
financial investments, in order to make this dream a reality for our wild horses.

We are recovering from an extreme economic downturn, the likes of which hasn’t been seen since The
Great Depression and the need for jobs in small communities is at an ali-time high. The sanctuary that |
have proposed could, when fully developed, provide up to 1,000 jobs and tourism at the site and in
surrounding communities. There are community leaders in small towns in Elko County, including Wells,
which are very anxious to see this project move forward so they can reap the benefits of those jobs and
create a stimulated economy there. | have received countless letters of support from people all over the
world and from members of Congress and the Senate.

Last year in a bi-partisan sign on letter, 54 members of the House of Representatives wrote in July 2010:

“We remain concerned that (Wild Horse) roundups are conducted at great expense to the taxpayer. As
we have pointed out in the past, BLM’s aggressive use of roundups have resulted in unsustainable
increases in the number of horses in holding facilities (now at 38,000) and continues to undermine the
BLM’s overall budget. Unfortunately, the frequency of roundups has only increased under this
administration.”

Last year, the BLM encouraged me to purchase a ranch property and that would trigger moving forward
with the sanctuary. | have purchased two ranches that include 18,500 of private fand and more than
550,000 acres of public land that transfers with my property. | have been to extensive meetings with
the BLM, including making plans to do water improvements and install fencing. We are in limbo now,
and the BLM is continuing to remove and hold thousands of horses {inciuding horses off of my property}
at the cost to American taxpayers. With one of the largest budget crisis in decades, why are we
continuing to allow such fiscally irresponsible behavior to continue?

With my sanctuary plan, the wild horses that we wish to take in the initial startup phase will be those
currently in BLM’s short-term holding facilities where they are being kept at an average cost of $2,500
per year, per horse. We have proposed to the BLM that we will take these horses at the current long-
term holding rate of S475 per year, per horse. We have broken out the current costs of the BLM
program with the savings if my proposal was accepted in the chart below:

2p83
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BLM Current Short-Term Holding Costs to Taxpayers:
# of Horses ¥r. Rate Cost Per Yr. 10Yr. Cost 15 Yr. Cost
1,000 | $2,500 $2,500,000 $25,000,000 $37,500,000
10,000 | $ 2,500 $25,000,000 $250,000,000 $375,000,000
15,000 | $2,500 $37,500,000 $375,000,000 $562,500,000
Saving America’s Mustangs Proposed Short-Term Holding Costs to Taxpayers:
# of Horses Yr. Rate Cost Per Yr. 10 Yr. Cost 15 ¥Yr. Cost
1,000 | $ 475 $475,000 $4,750,000 $7,125,000
10,000 | S 475 $4,750,000 $47,500,000 $71,250,000
15,000 | S 475 $7,125,000 $71,250,000 $106,875,000
Total Taxpayer Savings over 1, 10, & 15 years with SAM Plan:
1 Yr. Savings 10 Yr. Savings 15 Yr. Savings
1,000 horses $2.025,000 $20.250.000 $30,375.000
10,000 horses $20.250,000 $202.500.000 $303.750,000
15,000 horses $30.375.000 $303,750.000 $455.625,000

Anyone who doubts or suggests there is not a significant savings in this approach is simply ignoring the
truth or refusing to do the math. | have also discussed in detail with the BLM about the possibility of
purchasing more land so that at some point we will be able to take the entire 12,000 horses currently in
short-term holding. Only when we have accomplished that goal can we truly say that we are solving the
holding cost issue.

From its inception over two decades ago, the Wild Horse and Burro Program never operated toward the
favorable management our wild horses. They have continued to gather horses at an alarming rate,
spending millions of dollars on a broken program, and it’s still rising. Is this the best our government can
do for our American citizens and our icons: the wild horse? More importantly, is it legally consistent
with the law that was passed to protect our wild horses in 1971? With that legislation it was passed that
it was the policy of Congress that the wild free-roaming horses and burros be protected from capture,
branding, harassment, or death; and that the areas in which they are presently found to be an integral
part of the natural system of the public lands. It makes you ask yourself, what has now changed that we
are letting this continue to an eventual point of extinction of this species?

The following was posted on the BLM's website on September 29, 2009:

“In Fiscal Year 2008, holding costs exceeded $27 million, accounting for three-fourths of the FY

2008 enacted funding level of $36.2 million for the BLM's totai wild horse and burro program. This level
of funding is not sufficient to support necessary removals from the range while maintaining lifetime
holding for older unadopted animals. To continue its current removal, holding, and restrictive

sales practices, the BLM would need approximately $85 million in 2012.”

1t's time to turn the corner on this flawed management direction and begin solving these problems now
rather than continuing to add to the list of financial problems that the Bureau of Land Management
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already has to be accountable for. Millions of Americans are watching and waiting for us to do the right
thing and protect the remaining wild horses and to provide a humane and fiscally sound solution to this
problem. | implore you to raise your voices and tell the BLM that the status quo is not acceptable. Our
wild horses need change today, not five years from now. Five years is way too late to implement change
in a program that does irreversible damage every day.

We respectfully request that the members of the Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Interior
Appropriations pass legislation that:

¢ Rejects BLM’s $12 million wild horse and burro budget increase request, unless language
specifically prohibits expenditure of funds to remove more horses from the range.

s Suspends wild horse and burro roundups in all, but verifiable emergent situation.

¢ Prohibit the use of any funds to euthanize healthy horses or sell horses directly or indirectly for
slaughter.

s Fund private/public partnerships offering sound solutions to the wild horse dilemma.
Partnerships like Saving America’s Mustangs’ proposal offers taxpayers millions of dollars in
savings and ensures a safe and humane future for our cherished wild horses.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for being here, Madeleine. You know,
we sat in the office and talked about this. There are, as you men-
tioned, challenges in doing it. The Taylor Grazing Act would need
to be changed, a few things like that which this committee cannot
do but the Natural Resources Committee is the one that does that
work. You point out a true problem that has got to be solved.

Ms. PICKENS. You know we can solve it. You know we all care
about the horse. Unfortunately, it got degraded to nothing. And I
think together we can do this. So you know, we were broke two
years ago and you came up with billions upon billions of dollars to
the banks and handed it out overnight, so I am sure this is a whole
lot cheaper to fix. And I have already bought land. I bought land
in Nevada. We have got, you know, over half a million acres now.
We just need to change it from cattle grazing to horse grazing. So
you know, when we all come forward as Americans here, join us.
Help us. You are the people with the voice. You can be our John
Wayne.

Mr. SimMPsON. Thank you.

Mr. MoORAN. Well, thank you, Cowboy Simpson.

Ms. PICKENS. It is okay.

Mr. MORAN. As you know, I would love to see your plan work,
Ms. Pickens, and I appreciate your tenacity and your dedication to
the American mustang. And we will see what we can do.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Moran.

Mr. MORAN. Yes, sir?

Mr. JACKSON. Would you honor me to say a few words, please?

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Simpson is the chair.

Mr. SIMPSON. Briefly, yeah.

Mr. JACKSON. Okay. My name is Travis Jackson, Junior. One
hundred and fifty one years ago our people were moved from the
East Coast to now what is Oklahoma. It is a shame that God’s
creatures, your Bible, does not say anything about, you know, a dif-
ference between men. It is just God’s creatures. We all have the
right to live. We all have the right to survive. One hundred and
fifty one years ago, someone else wanted our land and they moved
it away from us. We now live in Oklahoma. But our heart is still.
We believe in you. We believe in your God. Show us that we are
right. Thank you, sir. Thank you very much.

Mr. SiMpPsON. Cynthia, did you have

Mrs. Lummis. You know, I do. And Mrs. Pickens, I know that
this is your raison d’étre. But I can tell you that a number of the
well-meaning concepts that have been implemented by your group
is damaging the grass resource that is the very lifeblood of the
mustangs that you so desperately want to help. I come from a state
that has a large number of these wild horses, Wyoming, and we are
very reverent when it comes to the Pryor Mountain herd and other
wild horse lands. But there are so many horses that they are de-
stroying the grass resource and when the grass resource is gone,
it is gone not only for the horses but for other species—mankind,
elk, deer, buffalo, and other species that are integral to a vibrant
ecosystem.

These ecosystems are fragile. The topsoil is very thin and these
horses that are not native to this land but were brought in and are
feral to this land, when they are too numerous, tamp the soil down
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in a way that requires a change in the way the land is managed.
And that is because the horse hoof is a solid hoof. The buffalo, elk,
deer hoof is a split hoof. So when you have the native grazers of
those lands, which are the elk, deer, buffalo, they knead the soil
when they graze and walk. And horses tamp it down. So when the
horses are too numerous, when it rains, they are tamping the soil
and then the rain runs off. And you can look at studies of grazing
ungulates that will show the damage that can be done when wild
horses are too numerous. There are places in Wyoming where they
are too numerous.

So I appreciate your coming forward with solutions as opposed
to saying the horse is more sacred than other species; therefore, we
want to elevate them above all other species in terms of the man-
agement of species. But I would also argue that it is important to
address these issues realistically. And the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment is a land management agency. And they are looking out for
the best interests of the land because the land has to be protected
in order to be a vibrant resource for all species, native and feral
horses as well.

So I would be happy to work with you because I think some of
the solutions that you have pushed thus far have been detrimental.
But I also think that some of the ideas that you have going forward
could be helpful. So although you and I disagree somewhat fun-
damentally on what should be the role of the wild horse in relation
to other species, I think we can agree that the current status quo
is unacceptable and that there needs to be some changes. And I
hope that you would be willing to work with me.

Ms. PickENS. I look forward to, actually, if you do not mind I will
give you a call and I will come by because I am not quite sure what
you are referring to what we do not agree with. So I am delighted
to have met you today. And I will call upon you if I may, I would
love to chat with you and go over the whole thing because I am
very confident that there is always a solution to everything in life.

I actually have a statement perpetuating the myth that wild
horses are desecrating the public lands. One hundred years ago we
had two million horses roaming the plains. Perhaps they could
have desecrated the lands there. Today, we are left with probably
20 to 30,000 horses. There is no way, as I fly across this country
every week and look below me, there is not enough of them out
there to desecrate the land. Some states only have a few hundred.
How could they be destroying the lands? In states like Nevada,
where nearly half of the wild horses reside, allocate more than 10
to 1 acres for cows versus horses. So yet your horses bear the brunt
of the myth about overgrazing and to continue to tell people that
they are dying and starving when it is obvious that all gathers that
nearly all the horses are in good condition is another one of those
overblown statements that does not pass the straight-face test.

You know, all this stuff about desecrating the land, I do not
know where it came from. I have done so much research. It is just
the saddest thing. And that is why I would be willing to fly out
there with you and let us spend some time together and get over
all of these myths.
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Mr. SimpsON. Well, I appreciate that. And you two get together
and work this out if you would because we have used much, much
more than the five minutes that was accommodated.

Ms. PICKENS. We deserved it.

Mr. SiMPsON. Did you have a brief statement you wanted—a
brief something you wanted to say? Go ahead.

Mr. LOOKING HORSE. I am the keeper of the sacred pipe and we
are from the sacred Black Hills, the heart of mother earth. We use
horses in our ceremony and we have like proof that the horses were
here during the dinosaur time but that we just know that people
like ourselves—but we are the first nations here. We have cere-
monies. We maintain the environment through our ceremonies,
through our sacred sites, and we follow the animal nation. And
right now the white animals are showing their sacred color, which
is white, and that is why we are coming forth, stepping forward to
protect the wild horses, all the horses, because in our ceremonies
they are very sacred to our ceremonies and that is why I come here
because we need the horses on this sacred land here.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Thank you. I appreciate your testi-
mony today. Next, we have Congressman Dan Burton from Indi-
ana’s 5th Congressional District.

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2011.

BLM, WILD HORSES

WITNESS

HON. DAN BURTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. BURTON. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for my tardi-
ness. I was a little late getting here so I did not hear all of Ms.
Pickens’ testimony. It is because I had three committee hearings at
the same time. And as you know, what we try to do as Members
of Congress—and I know you would appreciate this as well—is we
try to make sure that Members of Congress can testify as early as
possible so that they can make their other obligations in the Con-
gress.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, I know.

Mr. BURTON. And so I am a little disappointed that we were not
able to solve that because we have got two governors sitting up in
one room I am supposed to question. We have——

Mr. SimpsoN. Well, I apologize to the gentleman. The schedule
was put out earlier. If there had been a conflict that we had known
about, we would have made those arrangements. It is hard to inter-
rupt in the middle of the scheduled hearing. But I understand your
comments.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. I appreciate them. I will take them into advice.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to the
day that you can come before my subcommittee.

Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, that there are 37,000 wild horses
on BLM lands and more than 30,000 additional horses that are
being held in short- and long-term holding facilities. It is costing
tons of money. I think it has gone from $20 million a year to a $75
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million request by the President this year. And it is going up. And
as you know, we have budgetary problems and we are trying to fig-
ure out ways to economize. Now the Bureau of Land Management,
after you were kind enough to allow us to have an amendment to
the H.R. 1 for $2 million, it sent a message to the Bureau of Land
Management. And on March the 25th, BLM issued a request for
proposals to establish wild horse ecosanctuaries to be established
on private lands.

Now, it is interesting that Ms. Pickens has been working on this
for many years and she proposed this very same program three
years ago and the Bureau of Land Management turned a deaf ear
and would not even talk to her about that or at least give her a
fair hearing on it. And now because we have shone a little light on
the subject, they are asking for almost exactly what she was pro-
posing three years ago. She is really concerned about the wild
horses and she is more than willing to put her money where her
mouth is. She has bought two ranches out there and she has got
permits for another 4 or 500,000 acres. And I think she stated very
clearly—to answer your questions—that instead of millions of
horses like we used to have on the plains, we have just maybe 30,
40,000 out there now. And for them to do damage to the ecosystem
stretches credulity.

And I know that many of the ranchers and others are very con-
cerned about their cattle and their grazing lands and everything,
and I think that is something that should be looked into and
should be worked on. But at the same time to put these horses in
pens, to move them hundreds and hundreds of miles away from
their habitat to these pens and pay up to $2,500 a year per horse
to take care of them when Ms. Pickens could do it for much, much
less if an agreement could be reached. And in addition, she has in-
dicated she would take steps to make sure that the herds do not
expand so it would not hurt the ecosystem. And she can do that
through various methods to make sure that they do not reproduce.

So I will submit this for the record, Mr. Chairman, but I really
believe that we are talking about something that should be dealt
with. The Bureau of Land Management should deal with it. It
would be economically advantageous for the United States of Amer-
ica because it would cost a lot less money. It would save the horses.
I do not think it would damage the ecosystem. And there are peo-
ple out there who are willing, in addition to Ms. Pickens, who are
willing to get together with her and form associations that will pay
almost all of the freight for this. So it is more of a political thing
than it is a cost thing as far as to the government, other than what
they are already spending, which is about $70-some million a year.
And with that, I will submit the rest of my statement for the
record, and if you have any questions, I would be glad to answer
them for you.

[The statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:]
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The Honorable Dan Burton (IN-05)
Statement on Interior Appropriations
4.14.11

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran and Members of the Committee, thank you for
giving me the opportunity today to share with the Committee my concerns about the Bureau of
Land Management's operation of the Wild Horse and Burro Program.

1 would also like to thank Chairman Simpson and Ranking Member Moran for working with me
to address this very issue during consideration of the "Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act"
(H.R.1). I believe our efforts to send a message to the Bureau of Land Management that change
must come to the Wild Horse and Burro Program NOW has borne some fruit, but more needs to
be done, and I urge the Committee to continue its aggressive oversight of this program.

As the Committee knows, since 1971 the Secretary of the Interior has been charged with
managing wild horses and burros on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) rangelands in order to
protect the herds and ensure healthy rangelands.

Today, there are roughly 36,940 wild horses on BLM lands. More than 30,000 additional wild
horses are being held in short- and long-term holding facilities because by law the Bureau of
Land Management must remove thousands of animals from public rangelands each year in order
to maintain scientifically appropriate herd sizes. And by law the Bureau of Land Management
assumes responsibility for the care of these animals.

In 2008, as the Committee is well aware, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) warned
that if the costs of caring for these horses in holding facilities were not controlled, they would
eventually overwhelm the Bureau of Land Management's wild horse budget. In short, GAO said
that if we don't fix this problem, we are heading for a financial, and environmental disaster.

The Bureau of Land Management itself estimates that the cost of holding animals in all of its
facilities - short and long-term - consumes nearly three-quarters of its appropriation for wild
horse management. In order to keep pace, spending for the Bureau of Land Management to
manage wild horses has more than tripled from $20.4 million in FY2000 to $64 million in
FY2010. For FY2011, the Obama Administration wanted $75.7 million.

To improve the management of BLM's Wild Horse and Burro Program, GAO in its 2008 report
specifically recommended that the Secretary of the Interior should direct BLM to develop "cost-
effective alternatives to the process of caring for wild horses removed from the range in long-
term holding facilities and seek the legislative changes that may be necessary to implement those
alternatives."

The witness who spoke before me, Mrs. Madeleine Pickens, proposed to BLM back in 2008 a
unique, and I believe cost-effective, alternative to BLM's current process for caring for wild
horses. I know that some people believe the Pickens' plan cannot work; that is debatable. What
upsets me is that BLM seems unwilling to even have that debate; unwilling to look beyond



128

business as usual. When business as usual is costing the American taxpayer money that we don't
have to spend and contributing to inhumane treatment of these animals; business as usual to me
is simply unacceptable.

In January 2010, Secretary of the Interior Salazar published an op-ed in the Los Angeles Times,
that "We must recognize that the federal government alone cannot restore the health of wild
horse herds. We need citizens to help. We want Americans to visit their public lands where
horses roam, to help us care for these magnificent animals, to share their ideas with us and to
help us find citizens and animal lovers across the country who will adopt wild horses and provide
healthy, happy homes for them."

Yet, Mrs. Pickens has had an idea on the table for three years and no one at BLM wanted to
listen. They were just happy to go along with the status quo.

That is why I offered my amendment to H.R. 1 to cut a modest $2 million from the Bureau of
Land Management’s general funds, as a message to the bureaucracy at the Bureau of Land
Management that it is high time to finally get serious about fixing this program. Developing
cost-effective alternatives to the process of caring for wild horses removed from the range in
long-term holding facilities would be a win for the animals as well as a win for the American
taxpayer.

The House of Representatives approved H.R. 1 on February 19th. On February 24th, the Bureau
of Land Management announced that it would accelerate its "planned” reforms to how it
manages wild horses and burros on public lands; including issuing a request for proposal for
members of the public to enter into partnerships with the Federal government for long-term care
of wild horses. On March 25th the BLM issued a request for proposals to establish wild horse
Eco-sanctuaries to be established on public private lands out West - EXACTLY the kind of
proposal that Madeleine Pickens first started pitching to the BLM back in 2008.

It is possible that the timing of these actions is purely coincidental but it is also possible that
these actions are BLM's response to the House of Representative's support of the Burton
amendment to H.R. 1. I am concerned, however, that these long-overdue reforms may once
again fall victim to a stubborn bureaucracy unless this Committee continues to exercise
aggressive oversight. That is why I am here today, not to advocate for a specific level of funding
for the Wild Horse and Burro program; although I would urge you to do what you can to ensure
adequate funding to care for the animals already taken off the range. 1 am here today to
respectfully ask the Committee to use the tools at your disposal - funding restrictions, regular
progress reports, whatever is appropriate - to ensure that the Bureau of Land Management keeps
moving forward. [ want them to look at every viable alternative, to explore every idea and find a
better and cheaper alternative before it is too late to avoid the financial and environmental
disaster that GAO warned about more than three years ago.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to testify today and I am happy to answer any
questions you may have.



129

Mr. SiMPSON. Well, I appreciate that. And I appreciate your con-
cern about what we are spending on this wild horses program. Ev-
erybody is concerned about the increased cost that we have been
spending on wild horses and burros and how we can address it.
And I have looked at the proposal by Ms. Pickens with some inter-
est. There are some challenges in that it would take a change in
the Taylor Grazing Act, in probably the Wild Horse and Burro Act,
and those types of things, which we cannot do here. But I hope that
the BLM will sit down and if they have got problems with it or
questions about it, at least raise those so we will know what those
issues are and maybe they can be addressed.

Mr. BURTON. And let me just say one more thing, Mr. Chairman.
You are in a position of authority, along with Mr. Moran, and I
would appreciate it if you could talk to the leadership at the Bu-
reau of Land Management and ask them to really get serious with
Ms. Pickens and take a hard look at her plan because they have
just said publicly that they wanted to come up with something very
similar to that.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah.

Mr. BURTON. And try to make sure that they are willing to work
with her to help solve this problem.

Mr. SiMPSON. I have no problem doing that. I would like to know
so that if—they may come up with an answer to me and I go, gee,
I had not thought about that and you make absolute sense. I do
not know. I would like to know what their concerns are and stuff
and, you know, so I have the right answers.

Mr. BURTON. Okay.

Mr. SiMPSON. Because we all want to deal with this issue that
is getting more and more expensive I think and taking up a larger
share of our budget. So I appreciate it and thank you for your in-
terest in it.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, sir.

Mr. SiMPSON. You bet. Hearing will be adjourned for today.






FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

TESTIMONY OF INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS AND
ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. SIMPSON. The committee will come to order. I am in order,
since I am the committee today. We are going to have a hectic
schedule today because we are going to be interrupted by votes
about every hour or so on the various budget proposals that are
over there, and we just had our first vote, which is why we are five
minutes late, and I talked to Mr. Moran, who is on his way to vote
and he said he will be back in just a few minutes and to go ahead
and start.

So good morning, and welcome to a second day of public witness
hearings. This morning the subcommittee will hear from a cross-
section of individuals representing a wide variety of issues ad-
dressed by this subcommittee. Each witness will be provided with
five minutes to present their testimony. Members will be provided
an opportunity to ask questions of our witnesses, but in the inter-
est of time, the chair would request that we keep things moving
along. It is likely that we will have House floor votes but we will
do the best we can to get through this morning.

I am happy now to yield to my friend, Mr. Moran, who is not
here. Thank you, Mr. Moran, for your opening statement. He will
be back shortly.

Our first witness today is Shelley Roberts, CEO of the Idaho
Rural Water Association. How are you doing, Shelley?

Ms. ROBERTS. Good. How are you?

Mr. SimPsoN. Good.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WITNESS
SHELLEY ROBERTS, CEO, IDAHO RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION

Ms. ROBERTS. I would like to thank you and the members of the
subcommittee for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss
the Environmental Protection Agency’s technical assistance of
training and source water protection initiatives that directly ben-
efit rural America. My name is Shelley Roberts and I am the CEO
of Idaho Rural Water Association representing over 350 small and
rural communities that have to comply with all EPA regulations.
There are similar associations throughout all the states.

Before I begin, I would like to thank you and your staff for all
the support and guidance you have offered. We are very grateful.

My purpose in appearing before you is to simply emphasize the
importance of providing small drinking water systems training and
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technical assistance in complying with the ever-expanding require-
ments of the Safe Drinking Water Act. Of the billions of dollars
provided to EPA by the subcommittee each year, small rural com-
munities will tell you they see and feel the most benefit from the
dollars provided to rural water programs. It is simple: Small com-
munities want to ensure quality drinking water. Local water sup-
plies are operated by people who are locally elected and whose fam-
ilies drink the water every day. However, they need assistance in
a form they can understand. Funding provided to rural water pro-
grams across the country and in Idaho allow for spending to be
more results-oriented, non-regulatory, less bureaucratic, more effec-
tive and less expensive.

Currently, 92 percent of the 50,000 community water systems in
our Nation serve populations of less than 10,000. We urge you to
continue funding the training and technical assistance and source
water protection initiatives at the authorized level of $15 million.

In Idaho, we have nearly 2,000 EPA-regulated drinking water
systems of which only 20 serve populations over 10,000 people.
That means that 1,947 water systems in Idaho serve small commu-
nities. There are similar comparisons on other states. I have wit-
nessed a direct correlation between this assistance and increased
compliance and sustainable activities for the utilities in Idaho. EPA
has also made similar findings across the country. In the long run,
water systems that are maintained and properly managed actually
save the community and the Federal Government money.

The Federal Government mandates operators to be certified and
receive continuing education each year. The only place small com-
munities can receive that training is through state rural water as-
sociations. Last year, Idaho Rural Water offered 38 training ses-
sions throughout Idaho and had nearly 1,100 attendees. In your
district alone, we provided training to 318 water officials rep-
resenting 115 different communities. As our communities learned
about the potential EPA funding cut, we had an immediate outcry
from our members, community leaders and even other state and
federal agencies. This stack of letters here represents just a small
portion of the communities that will be adversely impacted both fi-
nancially and technically as a result of loss of EPA funding this
year. Our phones are ringing off the hook with people trying to en-
roll for classes that are being closed due to space limitations.

One example of the onsite assistance Idaho Rural Water has pro-
vided occurred in Hazelton in southern Idaho. The Hazelton low-
income housing facility has only 40 water connections and is typ-
ical of the over 10,000 communities assisted each year by state
rural water associations. The Hazelton Housing Authority was
struggling to find a licensed operator and approached Rural Water
for help. Rural Water provided one-on-one personal training to help
someone at the housing authority pass the test so that the small
housing facility could continue to serve these families. There are
many, many examples just like this where small communities turn
to Rural Water to help when all other resources have been ex-
hausted and communities are trying their best to remain in compli-
ance with state and federal regulations.

We urge you to continue to fund this small part of EPA’s budget.
Just one-half of 1 percent of their budget benefits thousands of
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communities and millions of people that depend on it for safe
drinking water. Thank you for your time.
[The statement of Shelley Roberts follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF SHELLEY ROBERTS

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
IDAHO RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION

BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR,
ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, and Members of the Committee, thank you for
the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Environmental Protection Agency’s
technical assistance and training that directly benefits rural America. I must also thank you for
and your staff for all the support and guidance you have offered. My purpose in appearing
before you is to simply emphasize the importance of providing grass roots small water
systems training and technical assistance in carrying out the expanding requirements of the
Safe Drinking Water Act. Currently, 92 percent of community water systems are located in
communities of 10,000 or less population. When this initiative was authorized in the SDWA,
it provided two alternative sources of funding. The first was an authorization for a $15
million grant program. The source of this funding is in jeopardy because of the overall
reduction in EPA funding. The second was the option for a 2% set aside from within the
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund. This second option was included because of the
conviction of Congress that it was important to fund the small systems assistance program as
a core element within the overall law. We urge you to continue funding for the national
program at the $15 million authorization level.

In Idaho, as you are aware, we have 2,011 regulated water systems of which 1,800 serve less
than 500 connections. There are similar comparisons in the other states. | have witnessed a
direct correlation between this assistance and increased compliance and sustainable activities
for the utilities in Idaho. In the long run, systems that are maintained and properly managed
actually save the community and federal government money.

EPA regulations are the same for both small and large systems. Small utilities lack the
financial resources and capacity of their urban counterparts. The primary onsite training and
technical assistance that these systems receive comes from the small water system training
and technical assistance program operated by state rural water associations and funded by this
Committee. This program operates in nearly every county in the country and is available at no
cost onsite to all small systems. The program was started in the 1977 EPA budget by a
Congress that had just passed the SDWA that knew that small water systems could not
comply without some peer based onsite training and technical assistance. The Idaho Rural
Water Association was created to implement this program.

Currently, in Idaho’s Second Congressional District, we have recently produced three
additional source water protection plans. These plans, with local grassroots support, will
provide for the protection of ground and surface water necessary for these rural communities
to have sustainable, safe and clean water. The City of American Falls serves over 4,000
people and 14 of those wells are now protected. In the City of Driggs, there are 6 wells
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protected that serve over 1,100 people. Also, Henry Fork’s Village Water Company is in the
process of implementing their plan which will protect 3 wells. In each case, runoff going into
local streams is being managed and reduced.

Each Member of this Subcommittee has a state rural water association that assists small
systems daily in your Congressional Districts. A record of these visits and the results are
reported to your staff either monthly or quarterly by your state rural water association. This is
the one EPA program that has daily beneficial impacts on the most environmentally
vulnerable citizens of your state. Our TA and Source Water Protection programs are also the
only EPA funded programs reporting a specific list of assistance provided with corresponding
results to individual Members of Congress. A copy of the National Rural Water Association
Report to Congress has been provided to each Committee Member.

Our citizens generally take clean, safe and affordable drinking water for granted. Most
Americans don’t realize the efforts and leadership that our state rural water associations ---our
local utilities and community leaders--- and this Committee provide to protect and preserve
this valuable public health resource. We are fortunate that we live in a country where we can
drink water in literally any community within this large nation with confidence that it is safe.

We urge you to continue to fund this relatively small part of the EPA budget which is directed
to implement a law that has daily impact on the overwhelming majority of water systems in
Idaho and the other states.

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Moran. I look forward to the Subcommittee’s
questions.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I appreciate your testimony. You will
find, I think, that this committee and I in particular have been
very supportive of the work you do and the Rural Water Associa-
tion is very important to us, and the difficulty we have, as you
know, has been this earmark ban. It has always been looked at as
an earmark in the past, and now trying to figure out how to fund
it without having it labeled an earmark is the challenge that we
are having in that, but we are working on it and I will try to make
sure that we continue the funding for this program so that you can
do the important work you do out in the rural communities. So I
appreciate it very much.

Ms. ROBERTS. Yes, and we thank you for all your support.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet. Thank you.

Next we have Dr. Anthony Szema, the Assistant Professor of
Medicine and Surgery, Stony Brook School of Medicine. Welcome.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WITNESS

DR. ANTHONY M. SZEMA, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF MEDICINE AND
SURGERY, SUNY STONY BROOK SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Mr. SzEMA. Thank you, Congressman Simpson, for the invitation
to testify. I am Dr. Anthony Szema, the Assistant Professor of Med-
icine and Surgery at the State University of New York at Stony
Brook School of Medicine. My board certifications are in pulmonary
diseases, critical care medicine, internal medicine and clinical adult
and pediatric allergy and immunology, and my undergraduate de-
gree is in industrial and management engineering from Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New York.

Between 2004 and 2009, I was an NIH K08 Mentored Clinical
Scientist Award recipient, and although I am chief of the allergy
section at the Northport Veterans Affairs Medical Center in
Northport, New York, I am testifying today on behalf of the Amer-
ican Thoracic Society, which is an independently incorporated
international education and research scientific society focusing on
respiratory, critical care and sleep medicine. The American Tho-
racic Society has 14,000 members who help prevent and fight res-
piratory disease around the globe through research, education, pa-
tient care and advocacy initiatives. It was founded in 2005, and we
want to decrease morbidity and mortality—death—from respiratory
diseases, life-threatening acute illnesses and sleep-related breath-
ing disorders. So as such, we have a keen interest in the impact
that the Environmental Protection Agency’s regulatory enforcement
actions have on public health.

I have four points. First is the EPA’s standard-setting power
plant air toxic rule. The EPA is in the process of setting a number
of important public health standards under the auspices of the
Clean Air Act. Most recently, the EPA released a proposed rule
that will for the first time address toxic air pollution released from
coal- and oil-fired power plants. The proposed rule will remove tons
of toxic pollutants including mercury, lead, nickel, dioxins and acid
gases from the air we breathe. All are known to have immediate
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and long-term health effects including health effects of children.
Today, more than 60 percent of power plant operators have acted
responsibly and installed pollution control equipment to reduce
these toxic emissions. The proposed rule will require all power
plants to install readily available, modern pollution control tech-
nology by 2016. The American Thoracic Society strongly supports
this proposed rule and urges Congress to allow the EPA to move
forward with implementation of the Power Plant Air Toxic Rule.

Number two: EPA standard-setting on ozone and particulate
matter. The American Thoracic Society expects the Obama Admin-
istration to release two additional important public health stand-
ards that will address ozone and particulate matter air pollution.
Both these pollutants are regulated by the Clean Air Act and have
a significant impact on our Nation’s health. Hundreds of studies
have demonstrated that exposure to ozone and particulate matter
air pollution is bad for your health. These pollutants cause pre-
mature death, asthma attacks, chronic obstructive pulmonary dis-
ease exacerbations, ischemic heart disease exacerbations, emer-
gency room visits, missed school and work days, and as a dentist,
you know periodontal disease associated with cigarette smoking.
There is conclusive research that demonstrates that the current
EPA standard for ozone and particulate matter need to be tight-
ened. We at the American Thoracic Society urge the subcommittee
to recognize this important body of work and provide the EPA with
the resources it needs to issue and enforce revised standards for
ozone and particulate matter air pollution.

Number three: EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards
monitoring. In addition to establishing standards for air pollution
limits, the EPA is also charged with developing and maintaining a
network of monitors which measure the level of pollution in our
Nation’s air. Unfortunately, we know the current monitoring is in-
adequate. There are not enough monitors to accurately gauge air
pollution associated with highways and other areas that are con-
gested with automobiles and this means we are underestimating
the air pollution to which we are exposed and hence underappre-
ciating the risk that air pollution poses to America’s health. Fortu-
nately, there are new technologies available including satellite
monitoring, which can greatly enhance the accuracy and com-
prehensiveness of the EPA’s monitoring efforts. The American Tho-
racic Society strongly urges Congress to provide the EPA with the
funding necessary to evaluate and revamp its current clean air pol-
lution monitoring network.

Number four: EPA and climate change. The American Thoracic
Society is disappointed in the direction that Congress is headed
when it comes to issues related to climate change. Our children
and grandchildren will pay the price for Congress’s inability to ad-
dress climate change. Climate change will bring severe adverse
human health effects. Research has demonstrated the spread of
malaria to higher elevations due to rising temperatures. Studies
have demonstrated that high concentrations of carbon dioxide, or
CO2 gas, from higher temperatures and a length in spring season
will mean a more severe prolonged allergy season, including those
with allergic asthma. High temperatures will also increase heat-re-
lated deaths in both major cities and rural areas. The EPA has
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composed reasonable policies that would begin to address climate
change. If Congress attempts to remove, delay or circumscribe the
EPA’s authority to address this significant public health issue, the
American Thoracic Society would like to send a univocal, unambig-
uous message that obstructionism will only increase the problem
and add to the toll on human health and raise the economic cost
associated with addressing climate change. We at the American
Thoracic Society also believe that the success of the EPA Clean Air
Act holds valuable lessons for Congress and the EPA as well as
both bodies should consider how to deal with climate change. The
technology used to reduce traditional pollutants like ozone and par-
ticulate air matter can also be used to address greenhouse gas
emissions.

The American Thoracic Society continues to play an active role
in addressing global climate change, and in May 2010 the organiza-
tion hosted a workshop on the respiratory health effects of global
climate change chaired by Dr. William Ron of New York Univer-
sity. We expect the workshop report to be finished shortly, and will
provide, number one, guidance to the known and likely respiratory
health effects of climate change, and number two, pose valuable re-
search questions to further our understanding of how climate
change is impacting human health.

Congressman Simpson, respectfully, on behalf of the American
Thoracic Society, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
fiscal year 2012 budget of the Environmental Protection Agency be-
fore you and Congressman Moran on the Committee of Appropria-
tions, Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agen-
cies.

[The statement of Anthony M. Szema follows:]
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Summary: Funding Recommendations (Dollars in Millions)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Taking Action on Climate Change and Improving Air Quality $1,103.9
¢ Federal Stationary Source Regulation $34.1
o Federal Support of Air Quality Management $141.4
¢ Clean Air Allowance Trading Program $30.6
¢ Federal Vehicle and Fuels Standards $100.6
+ Climate Protection Program $127.8
« State and Local Air Quality Management (STAG) $305.5
o Air Monitoring $15.0
+ Diesel Emission Reductions $50.0
Human Health Risk Assessment $45.7
Reducing Risks from Indoor Air $20.8
indoor Air: Radon Program $5.8
Research: Air, Climate and Energy $108.0

I am Dr. Anthony Szema, an assistant professor of medicine and surgery at the State
University of New York at Stony Brook School of Medicine. My board certifications are
in: pulmonary diseases, critical care medicine, internal medicine, and clinical adult and
pediatric allergy and immunology, Today | am speaking on behalf of the American
Thoracic Society (ATS), an independently incorporated, international education and
scientific society, which focuses on respiratory, critical care and sleep medicine. The
American Thoracic Society’s 14,000 members help to prevent and fight respiratory
disease around the globe through research, education, patient care and advocacy
initiatives. Founded in 1905, the American Thoracic Society’s long-range goal is to
decrease morbidity and mortality—death--from respiratory diseases, life-threatening
acute illnesses, and sleep-related breathing disorders. As such, we have a keen interest
in the impact that the Environmental Protection Agency’s regulatory and enforcement
actions have on public health.

All lung diseases are impacted by air pollution. How well or poorly our lungs perform is
contingent on the quality of the air around us, making the impact of air pollution
inescapable. Air pollution remains a primary contributor to the prevalence of respiratory
diseases in the United States--and worldwide.

For over 100 years, the American Thoracic Society has conducted scientific, public
health, and educational programs to fight air pollution and improve the quality of the air
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that we breathe. We remain strong supporters of the Clean Air Act and its amendments.
We can attest to the significant impact that the Clean Air Act has had in improving the
quality of our nation’s air.

Efforts to combat air pollution have had an impact on both public health and health
expenditures in the United States. The EPA recently released a report noting that the
Clean Air Act yields $30 in savings for everyone $1 spent to control air poliution. In
2010, the Clean Air Act prevented: 160,000 premature deaths; 1.7 million asthma
attacks; 86,000 emergency room visits; and 130,000 heart attacks. This EPA report
builds on a similar cost-benefit analysis done by the Office of Management and Budget
during President George W. Bush’s Administration, which calculated that the Clean Air
Act’'s provisions benefited public health and the U.S. economy.

While the economic story of the Clean Air Act is impressive, it is the human story which
matters most. For every heart attack prevented, and for every asthma attack averted,
this not simply means fewer economic demands on our nation’s healthcare system, but
it also means—most importantly—that somebody’s loved one is alive, healthy, and still a
productive part of our country.

While the Clean Air Act has made great strides, much remains to be done. It is
estimated that one in 10 Americans live in areas that consistently violate EPA standards
for ozone and particulate matter pollution, while nearly one-third of Americans five in
areas that have incurred periodic violations for short-term ozone. The health
complications caused by air pollution exposure are responsible for the premature deaths
of thousands of people each year.

Regarding EPA & Research Funding

Air pollution has an adverse impact on the health of all Americans. The good news is
that, as a direct result of the Environmental Protection Agency’s actions, America’s air is
cleaner today, than it was in previous years. Our scientific understanding of air pellution
has advanced and now we more fully comprehend the pernicious effects of air pollution
at even lower levels. in addition to higher death rates among people with
cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, research has also shed light on more subtle
health effects influenced by air pollution, such as: lower birth weight and loss of IQ
points.

Continued research on the health effects of air pollution is essential for many reasons:

1. it helps parents understand how air pollution may impact children with asthma;

2. it is essential for clinicians trying to manage patients with chronic respiratory
diseases; and

3. it is essential to help guide EPA staff and the EPA Administrator to set the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) at the appropriate level to
protect public health.

In order to sustain these critical research efforts, the American Thoracic Society
recommends an increase in funds for the EPA Office of Research and Development to
support research-related programs that focus on clean air. )

1. EPA Standard Setting: Power Plant Air Toxic Rule
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The EPA is in the process of setting a number of important public health standards
under the auspices of the Clean Air Act. Most recently, the EPA released a proposed
rule that will, for the first time, address toxic air poliution released from coal and oil fired
power plants. The proposed rule will remove tons of toxic pollutants—including mercury,
lead, nickel, dioxins and acid gases—from the air we breathe. All are known to have
both immediate and long-term health effects, especially in children. Today, more than
60% of power plant operators have acted responsibly and installed pollution control
equipment to reduce these toxic emissions. The proposed rule will require all power
plants to install readily-available, modern pollution control technology by 2016. The
American Thoracic Society strongly supports this proposed rule and urges Congress to
allow the EPA to move forward with implementation and enforcement of the Power Plant
Air Toxic Rule.

2. EPA Standard Setting: Ozone and Particulate Matter

The American Thoracic Society expects the Obama Administration to release two
additional important public health standards that will address ozone and particulate
matter poliution. Both these pollutants are reguiated by the Clean Air Act and have a
significant impact on our nation’s heaith. Hundreds of studies have demonstrated that
exposure to ozone and particulate matter air pollution is bad for your health. These
poliutants cause: premature death, asthma attacks, Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary
Disease (COPD) exacerbations, ischemic heart disease hospitalizations, emergency
room visits and missed school and work days. There is conclusive research that
demonstrates that the current EPA standards for ozone and particulate matter need to
be tightened. We, at the American Thoracic Society, urge the subcommittee to
recognize this important body of work and provide the EPA with the resources it needs
to issue and enforce revised standards for ozone and particulate matter air pollution.

3. EPA & National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Monitoring

In addition to establishing standards for air poliution limits, the EPA is also charged with
developing and maintaining a network of monitors which measure the level of pollution in
our nation’s air. Unfortunately, we know the current monitoring network is inadequate.
There are not enough monitors to accurately gauge air pollution associated with
highways and other areas that are congested with automobiles. This means that we are
underestimating the air pollution to which we are exposed, and hence, under-
appreciating the risk that air poliution poses to America’s health. Fortunately, there are
new technologies available--including satellite monitoring--which can greatly enhance
the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the EPA’s monitoring efforts. The American
Thoracic Society strongly urges Congress to provide the EPA with the funding necessary
to evaluate and revamp its current clean air pollution monitoring network.

4. EPA & Climate Change
The American Thoracic Society is disappointed in the direction that Congress is headed
when it comes to issues related to climate change. Our children and grandchildren will
“pay the price” for Congress’s inability to address climate change.

Climate change will bring severe adverse human health effects. Research has
demonstrated the spread of malaria to higher elevations due to rising temperatures.
Studies have documented that higher concentrations of carbon dioxide or CO2 gas from
higher temperatures and a lengthened spring season will mean a more prolonged
severe pollen season for patients with allergies, including allergic asthma. Higher
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temperatures will also increase heat-related deaths in both major U.S. cities and rural
areas.

The EPA has proposed reasonable policies that would begin to address climate change.
If Congress attempts to remove, delay, or circumscribe the EPA’s authority to address
this significant public health issue, the American Thoracic Society would like to send a
univocal, unambiguous message that obstructionism will only increase the problem, add
to the toli on human health, and raise the economic cost associated with addressing
climate change.

We, at the American Thoracic Society, also believe that the success of the EPA Clean
Air Act holds valuable lessons for Congress—and the EPA—as both bodies consider
how to deal with climate change. The technology used to reduce traditional pollutants
like ozone and particulate matter can also be used to address greenhouse gas
emissions.

The American Thoracic Society continues to play an active role in addressing global
climate change. In May 2010, the organization hosted a workshop on the “Respiratory
Health Effects of Global Climate Change” chaired by Dr. William Rom from New York
University. We expect the workshop report to be finished shortly and will: 1) provide
guidance on the known and likely respiratory health effects of climate change, and 2)
pose valuable research questions to further our understanding of how climate change is
impacting human health.

On behalf of the American Thoracic Society, | appreciate the opportunity to comment on
the FY2012 budget for the Environmental Protection Agency before you, and Honorable
Members of the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies. Thank you.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for your testimony. My guess is, just
offhand, I do not know this, but my guess is just offhand, you guys
did not like the dump truck of H.R. 1. Thank you for your testi-
mony. We appreciate it.

Do you have anything, Mr. Moran?

Mr. MORAN. No.

Mr. SZEMA. Clean air is good, dirty air is bad.

Mr. SIMPSON. Our next witness is Ryan Schmitt, Chairman of
the Board of the National Utility Contractors Association.

FriDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WITNESS

RYAN SCHMITT, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, NATIONAL UTILITY CON-
TRACTORS ASSOCIATION (NUCA)

Mr. ScHMITT. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran and
honorable members of the subcommittee who are here in spirit, my
name is Ryan Schmitt. I am the President of Petticoat-Schmitt
Civil Contractors in Jacksonville, Florida. Our company does water
and sewer projects throughout northeast Florida and southeast
Georgia. I appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing
on behalf of NUCA. NUCA is the oldest and largest national trade
association, representing the utility construction and excavation in-
dustries. NUCA also serves as the chair of the Clean Water Coali-
tion, a coalition of 37 organizations representing contractors, de-
signers, suppliers and manufacturers, labor and other organiza-
tions who support sound environmental infrastructure.

I am here today to convey NUCA’s support for the inclusion of
$3.5 billion for the EPA’s State Revolving Fund programs in the
fiscal year 2012 Interior/Environment appropriations measures.
Specifically, we ask the subcommittee to include $2.1 billion for the
Clean Water SRF and $1.4 billion for the Drinking Water SRF.
These investment levels would restore the fiscal year 2010 levels
and would provide critical funding for these economically sound
programs in a time when our country is in dire need of increased
infrastructure investment.

The construction industry continues to face the highest unem-
ployment rates than any other industry sector. The Bureau of
Labor Statistics report for March indicated unemployment in con-
struction is now over 20 percent and over 2 million construction
workers out of work. My home State of Florida has lost 350,000
construction jobs in the last five years, which represents over 52
percent of the available construction workforce. This staggering
statistic has drastically affected the overall economy of our region,
and this alleged turnaround that some people speak of is nowhere
to be seen and we do not see it coming. It is very discouraging to
continually report to my employees that we have got no upcoming
work on the books.

Although SRF projects are recognized for their success in en-
hancing public health and environmental protection, it is their eco-
nomic benefits that are largely overlooked. Clean water projects
help the economy by creating jobs, generating economic activity
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and expanding the local tax base. It is important to note that the
jobs offered in this industry are good, high-paying jobs that are
provided right here in America. These cannot be shipped overseas.

In 2009, the Clean Water Council released a study on job cre-
ation and enhanced economic activity that comes with investment
in water and wastewater. The study, titled “Sudden Impact,” which
I have right here, shows that a $1 billion investment in water and
sewer projects results in one, the creation of 27,000 new jobs with
average annual earnings of over $50,000; two, total national output
for demand of products and services in all industries with $3.46 bil-
lion; three, personal household income between $1.01 and $1.06 bil-
lion; and lastly, approximately $82.4 million in local and state tax
revenue.

The need to invest in America’s underground environmental in-
frastructure is well known, clearly documented and has broad sup-
port. According to the EPA, $298 billion is needed in the next 20
years to support America’s need for wastewater infrastructure and
$334 billion over the same time period is needed for the drinking
water infrastructure.

You know, what is out of sight and out of mind to most people
is clearly visible to NUCA members like myself, and the view from
the trenches is not pleasant. Right now, my company is working on
a water and sewer project just outside of downtown Jacksonville,
and we happen to be working in front of a very nice restaurant,
a restaurant you might visit you were dining with our mayor, as
he likes to frequent this organization.

Mr. SiMPSON. Not anymore.

Mr. SCHMITT. As you can see from those pictures, in this section
of pipe, a water pipe, mind you, that was taken out of service that
provided water to that restaurant, there was over one inch of
tuberculated material built up in that existing water line.

Now, fortunately, the patrons have been safe because this fine
restaurant put in a filtration system for their water. However, why
is it in a developed country that we have got to filter our water sys-
tems and why do countless American families who cannot afford a
filtration system have to work from tuberculated water mains?
Well, the answer is, they do not have to. A robust SRF program
can provide the drinking water and wastewater systems that
Americans deserve. A healthy SRF plays a key role in enhancing
public health, safety, protecting the environment and maintaining
a strong economic base. Currently, the SRF programs face just
under a $1 billion cut in the 2011 Continuing Resolution and many
in Congress are calling for reinstating the 2008 spending levels
next year. That would mean almost $2 billion would be cut from
the SRF program over two years. That is a 67 percent reduction
in the Clean Water SRF and a 40 percent cut to the Drinking
Water SRF since 2010. To that end, NUCA strongly encourages the
subcommittee to include $2.1 billion and $1.4 billion to the Clean
Water SRF and Drinking Water, SRF, respectively.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony for the
record.

[The statement of Ryan Schmitt follows:]
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Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, and Honorable Members of the Subcommittee, my
name is Ryan Schmitt. [ am the president of Petticoat-Schmitt Civil Contractors, Inc., in
Jacksonville, Florida. We have approximately 30 employees who work on water, sewer,
drainage, roadway and other infrastructure projects throughout the northeast Florida and
Southeast Georgia region.

1 appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing on behalf of NUCA, representing utility
and excavation contractors. NUCA supports the inclusion of $3.5 billion for the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) State Revolving Fund (SRF) programs in the FY 2012
Interior/Environment appropriations measure. Specifically, we ask that the subcommittee include
$2.1 billion for the Clean Water SRF and $1.4 billion for the Drinking Water SRF. These
investment levels would restore FY 2010 SRF funding levels and would provide critical funding
for these economically sound programs at a time when the country is in dire need of increased
infrastructure investment.

The oldest and largest national trade association working solely for the excavation and utility
construction industry, NUCA has a nationwide network of chapters and represents company
members that provide the workforce and materials to advance the water, sewer, gas, electric,
telecommunications, excavation and construction site development industries across the country.

NUCA also serves as chair of the Clean Water Council (CWC), a coalition of 37 national
organizations representing underground construction contractors, design professionals,
manufacturers and suppliers, labor representatives and others committed to ensuring a high
quality of life through sound environmental infrastructure. These industries work collectively to
improve critical underground systems that unquestionably enhance America’s quality of life. For
your reference, a list of CWC members is attached to this testimony.

A SOUND INVESTMENT IN CRITICAL ECcONOMIC TIMES

It is no secret that the construction industry is facing huge economic challenges. In fact, the
construction industry continues to face higher unemployment rates than any other industry
sector. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) report for February indicated that unemployment
in construction is now 21.8%. There are now nearly 2 million construction workers out of work.

In Florida we continue to face what we refer to as the “destruction of construction.” My state has
shed over 350,000 construction jobs in the past five years, which represents 52% of the entire
available workforce. This staggering statistic has drastically affected the overall economy of our
region and despite the “alleged” turnaround in the overall economy that some people speak of;
we see no improvement now, nor do we see any coming. It’s very discouraging to continually
report to my employees that we have no upcoming work on the books.

Although SRF projects are recognized for their success in enhancing public health and
environmental protection, the economic benefits that result from this work are often overlooked.
Clean water projects help maintain a strong economic foundation by creating jobs, generating
significant economic activity and expanding the local tax base. It’s important to note that the jobs
offered in this industry are good, high-paying jobs that are provided right here in America. These
are not jobs that can be shipped overseas.
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One need look no further than the stakeholders represented in the Clean Water Council to see the
direct and indirect jobs that are created with SRF funding. Contractors and subcontractors,
engineers, suppliers and manufacturers, as well as countless construction laborers, all benefit
from work that impacts virtually all sectors of our society. And, the economic benefits resulting
from these projects don’t stop with the construction industry. Clean water increases community
productivity through the influx of new residents and businesses resulting from revitalized
neighborhoods.

In 2009, the CWC released a new study on the job creation and enhanced economic activity that
comes with investment in water and wastewater infrastructure projects. The study, titled Sudden
Impact: Assessment of Short-Term Economic Impacts of Water and Wastewater Projects in the
United States, shows that a $1 billion investment in water and wastewater infrastructure results
in:
» the creation of up to 27,000 new jobs with average annual earnings for the construction
portion of the jobs at more than $50,000;
o total national output (i.e., demand for products and services in all industries) of between
$2.87 and $3.46 billion;
o personal (household) income of between $1.01 and $1.06 billion; and
e approximately $82.4 million in state and local tax revenue.

Of particular note, each of these economic impacts occurs during and immediately after project
construction. Significant supplementary economic benefits will also accrue in the future,
decades-long service life of each facility when repair and maintenance activities are conducted
on these systems. In both the short-term and long-term, economic benefits ripple through local
economies from manufacturers to distributors to construction laborers, and countless other
industry sectors. In fact, the CWC study found that investment in water and wastewater
infrastructure creates measurable employment in 325 other standard industry classifications.
Copies of the Sudden Impact are available to any and all members of the subcommittee upon
request.

AMERICA’S DECAYING ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE

The need to invest in America’s underground environmental infrastructure is well known, clearly
documented, and has broad support. According to the EPA $298.1 billion in investment is
needed over the next 20 years to address America’s wastewater infrastructure needs, and $334
billion in investment is needed over the same time period for drinking water infrastructure
improvements.

What is out of sight and out of mind to most people is clearly visible to NUCA members every
day, and the view from the trenches isn’t pretty. We routinely uncover rotting pipes with gaping
holes that spill raw sewage into the surrounding ground of residential neighborhoods. This
leakage can go undetected for months, even years in some cases. To make matters worse, these
conditions are often within yards of waterways where we fish, beaches where we swim, and
playgrounds where our children play.

One might think that Florida is too new of a state to have much failing infrastructure. Let me tell
you, failing sewer systems and corroded water mains show no geographical bias. Right now, my
company is working on replacing water and sewer main on a road project just outside of
downtown Jacksonville. We also just happen to be working in front of one of the more exclusive
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restaurants in town, a restaurant you might choose if you were visiting my city and dining with
our mayor, as he often frequents this establishment. I can tell you first hand that the water main
we replaced going to that restaurant had over 17 of tuberculation within the pipe. It was enough
to permanently ruin your appetite for fine dining. Fortunately, if you dined there before we
replaced the water main, you would have been safe because this first-rate restaurant uses a filter
system for their water. However, why is it that, as a developed country, we have to filter the
water that comes out or our potable water systems? Why do countless American families who
can’t afford a filtration system have to drink from tuberculated water mains?

Existing water and wastewater infrastructure continues to age and the number of incidents of
water and sewer system failures continues to rise. Federal capital investment is being sustained,
but is grossly inadequate to meet the growing needs. This financial gap will only get worse
unless a firm commitment is made and increased federal resources are provided to needy
communities. Moreover, the current lack of adequate funding unintentionally widens the
investment gap by sending the implicit message that our nation’s environmental infrastructure is
not a national priority.

NUCA and the CWC have taken the lead for years in advancing a host of legislative efforts to
begin to address the skyrocketing water/wastewater infrastructure needs facing our nation. Our
focus in recent years has been on increasing annual appropriations for the SRF programs and on
reauthorizing them at significantly higher funding levels.

Annual Appropriations for the EPA Clean Water
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Annual Appropriations for the EPA Drinking Water
State Revolving Fund since 1997
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The above charts show the direction federal funding for the SRF programs have taken in recent
years. As you can see, FY 2010 was a turning point in the right direction, but unfortunately, SRF
investment levels are again heading in the wrong direction.

CONCLUSION

Insightful lawmakers have referred to utility and excavation contractors as “true
environmentalists.” Those in our industry are the individuals getting their boots dirty installing
and repairing the infrastructure that helps make our lakes and rivers safe for public use. A robust
SRF program enables our industry to do just that. These programs play a key role in enhancing
public health and safety, protecting the environment and maintaining a strong economic base.

The fate of America’s water quality is in your hands. This subcommittee has the opportunity to
change the perilous direction federal investment in the SRF programs have taken. NUCA
strongly encourages the subcommittee to include $2.1 billion and $1.4 billion to the Clean Water
SRF and Drinking Water SRF, respectively.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony for the record.
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Mr. SiMPsSON. Thank you for your testimony. We appreciate it
very much. Surprisingly, I agree with what you said. The problem
is, we have the dual problems of infrastructure needs throughout
this country and not just water and sewer, but I have given the
speech many times—it would take too long to give it now—but
locks and dams and harbors and inland waterway maintenance,
the grid system, roads and bridges, our whole infrastructure is
crumbling and we have to do something about it, and we have got
to find a better way to fund it. That is what I have been working
?n with some other members, how are we going to fund this in the
uture.

Actually, when you look at the needs, a $1 billion cut is barely
a dent in the overall needs. We have got to find a better way to
address it in the future so that we have the resources to address
this kind of stuff, and the reason the public does not cry out about
this is that nobody thinks about it when they turn on their water
tap and water comes out. They never think about how it gets there.
Nobody ever thinks about what happens when they flush their toi-
let. So it is a big problem. I think it is the biggest challenging fac-
ing the country in the future, to tell you the truth. So I appreciate
your testimony.

Mr. SCHMITT. Yes, I concur. The EPA is talking about $35 million
a year and here we are talking about, you know, $3.5 billion a
year.

Mr. SiMPSON. That is right.

Mr. ScHMITT. It is a huge spread.

Mr. SiMPSON. Yes, that is right. I appreciate it.

Mr. ScHMITT. Thank you for your support.

Mr. SIMPSON. Jim.

Mr. MoORAN. I agree with the chairman very much. It does occur
to me that so many people do not mind paying $2 for a plastic bot-
tle of bottled water when a very modest assessment on the water
that they pay for from the municipal sources would enable us to
rebuild our infrastructure, which is in drastic need. I do not know
why we do not do that. What we have, of course, is a revolving
fund. The municipalities borrow that money from the state fund
and then pay it back. I said on the Floor yesterday, it is beyond
me why these governors, some of them, were so critical of federal
spending and support of our cuts and the revolving funds and yet
it is money out of their pockets that is desperately needed to re-
build our water infrastructure. Just as we need our plumbing in
our own home to be working functionally, the public’s plumbing
under the ground needs to be working functionally as well. This is
a devastating picture, but I suspect it is not all that unique.

But I agree with the chairman. We have got to figure out a bet-
ter way of financing. Thank you very much for your testimony.

Mr. ScHMITT. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPsSON. Thank you.

Our next witness is Richard Opper, President and Director of the
Environmental Council of the States, Montana Department of En-
vironmental Quality. Is that right?

Mr. OpPER. That is correct.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Mr. OPPER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SIMPSON. How is the weather in Montana?

Mr. OPPER. It is not as much of a springtime as I am experi-
encing here.

Mr. SIMPSON. Imagine that.

Mr. OPPER. I am finally starting to thaw out, Mr. Chairman.

FRriDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WITNESS
RICHARD OPPER, PRESIDENT/DIRECTOR, ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

OF THE STATES, MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY

Mr. OPPER. Good morning to you, and good morning, Representa-
tive Moran, and thank you for having me here, and as you said,
I am here to testify on behalf of the states and territorial environ-
mental agencies that are members of ECOS, the Environmental
Council of States, and I am lucky to be the Director of the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality. I often say Montana is the
most beautiful state in the country, but you being from Idaho, you
might take some exception to that.

Mr. SiMPSON. A little bit.

Mr. OPPER. And I do not want to get off on the wrong foot.

Mr. MORAN. The only other guy I have heard say that is Rep.
Rechberg.

Mr. SiMPSON. Montana is a gorgeous, gorgeous state, and I have
never understood why on the eastern part of our State of Idaho
they did not just take that line and go straight north.

Mr. MORAN. There you go.

Mr. OPPER. There actually is a story about that.

Mr. SiMPSON. I know. I know there is.

Mr. OPPER. The story being that we bought off the surveyors
with a lot of alcohol.

Mr. MORAN. Is that a true story?

Mr. OpPER. Well, I do not know if it true or not but I am sure
spreading it, and I have heard it many times.

Mr. MORAN. It is a gorgeous state, but Idaho is too.

Mr. SiMPSON. They thought they were on the continental divide
and they missed it.

Mr. OPPER. They missed it, and they missed it because they were
drunk, so you know what the currency is in my state. I think I di-
gress.

I just have two points to make. They are fairly simple. One is
that I think you should understand that what seems to you per-
haps like cuts to EPA very often translate to cuts to the states in-
stead. In fact, in the past we have seen as much as 105 percent
of the cuts that Congress imposed on EPA came out of the portion
of EPA’s budget that goes to the States. Now, this current EPA has
shown a willingness to share some of that pain in the budget cuts.
They are absorbing some themselves, to their credit, but still, the
bulk of the cuts that you impose on EPA tend to go to the states.

The second point I want to make is, if you want to get the best
environmental protection for the fewest number of dollars, you
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need to make sure that EPA can continue to fund the states to do
their work, and I will explain very briefly here. So the money that
you allocate to EPA really goes into a couple of pots. Some of it
goes directly to EPA to fund that agency’s work. Another portion
of it, it varies from year to year, but it is less than half, does go
to the states to enable them to do their work. As we have heard,
the State and Tribal Grants program, STAG money that goes to
the states really is divided into two different areas. Some of it goes
into the SRF program so that we can invest in infrastructure, the
kind we discussed earlier for drinking water and wastewater facili-
ties, usually in the form of low-interest loans. The other portion of
EPA’s STAG budget that goes to the states is for the categorical
grants that pays the states to oversee the programs that are dele-
gated to us from the Federal Government from EPA.

So, again, it is important that this categorical grant portion of
EPA’s budget be maintained so the states can do their work. The
states do almost all of the permitting, they do almost all of the en-
forcement, inspections, data collection for EPA. We do almost all of
it, and we do it for a reason. We do it because we are better, we
are cheaper and faster than the Federal Government, and I think
everybody acknowledges that including EPA. That is why they del-
egate so many of their programs to us. A typical federal employee
makes about 50 percent more than a state employee who has simi-
lar qualifications, does the same kind of work, which begs the ques-
tion, why am I working for the state. I do not know. Also, the state
through their fee programs, through their general fund tend to pay
about 80 percent of the programs and 20 percent comes from the
Federal Government. That is a typical state. So what this means
is, there are some states that are thinking of giving programs back
to the Federal Government. Idaho is one of them actually. Montana
has given a program back to EPA and we saw some disastrous re-
sults, which I could tell you about if we had more time. But the
Federal Government really cannot afford to take these programs
back because the states contribute so much. If we give it back to
the Federal Government, it is going to cost the Federal Govern-
ment five to six times as much to run these programs as it costs
the states. It is not efficient. We are a bargain.

So I am going to cut this a little bit short. You know, I am happy
to answer any questions for you. The states for some reasons I can-
not explain at this point for the next couple of years are probably
able to absorb cuts to the SRF program or the STAG grant. The
states are more able to do that than they are able to absorb cuts
to the categorical grants. Any more cuts to the categorical grants
are going to come at an expense to the environment. That is an im-
portant point you need to understand.

Anyway, I am here to urge you to adopt EPA’s 2012 budget for
the sake of efficiency, for the sake of prudent management and for
environmental protection. It is a good budget when it comes to the
categorical grants. So that is all I have, and I am certainly avail-
able to answer any questions.

[The statement of Richard Opper follows:]
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The Environmental Council of the States
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Related Agencies
) U.S. EPA Budget

Summary: The states are co-regulators with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) in the implementation of the nation’s environmental laws. States implement nearly all
federal environmental regulations that EPA is eligible to delegate to them, including the
permitting, inspections, enforcement, monitoring, and data collection. Congress provides about
20% of the cost to a state through “categorical grants” portion of the STAG budget within EPA’s
budget, but this amount has declined while EPA has added many new rules for states to
implement. We recommend that the Committee and the House pass the EPA 2012 budget
proposal for the categorical grants portion of STAG.

For more information please contact:

Richard H. Opper, President

Environmental Council of the States (ECOS)
c/o R. Steven Brown

50 F Street, NW

Suite 350

Washington, DC 20001

202-266-4929

Testimony: I am testifying on behalf of the leaders of the state and territorial
environmental agencies that are the members of the Environmental Council of the States
(ECOS). I am the current President of ECOS, and the director of Montana’s Department of
Environmental Quality.

The states’ environmental agencies operate nearly all of the permitting, inspections,
enforcement, monitoring, and data collection, (and some of the standard setting as well) on
behalf of EPA, through the system commonly called “delegation.” EPA has delegated to states as
of April, 2011: 50 of the 50 state air programs, 49 of the 50 state drinking water programs, 46 of
the 50 state water permitting programs, and 48 of the 50 hazardous waste programs'. States also
operate many other smaller programs on behalf of EPA, such as radon, lead abatement, beaches,
pesticides, etc.

ECOS research shows that the states pay about 80% of the cost of running these
delegated federal programs. In a typical state about 20% of the funds spent to implement a
delegated program come from the categorical grants portion of STAG, about 18% from the state
general fund, and the other 62% from permit fees or dedicated state funds®. In recent years, the
state general fund portion and the categorical grant portion has declined. The total amount of
categorical grants (i.e., federal) funding provided to the states to implement federal laws has
declined since 2004 from $1.176 billion to $1.116 billion. ECOS research shows that the average

! Delegation by Environmental Act, ECOS, November 2010. http://www.ecos.org/section/states/enviro_actlist
2 Status of State Environmental Agency Budgets, 2009-2011, by Brown and Fishman, ECOS, August 2010, page 6.
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state environmental agency budget decreased from $4.489 billion in 2009 to $3.882 billion in
2011 as well®.

During the period of funding decline, the federal government continued to ask states to
implement new or highly modified environmental laws. States rarely oppose these requests.
However, the combination of a declining funding base and a constantly increasing workload
(discussed in more detail below) greatly increases the likelihood that environmental programs
will not protect the public as intended, in spite of the best efforts of the states and EPA. States
are forced to choose which rules they will implement, whether (or when) a permit will be issued,
or an inspection conducted, or a response given to a complaint from the public, or a monitoring
station closed. Eventually, no state can simultaneously meet all the expectations on all the rules
when budgets are consistently reduced year after year and the number of new rules to be
implemented continues to increase year after year.

ECOS has discussed this situation extensively with EPA. As the agency was beginning to
development its proposal, the staff met with ECOS leadership who presented the “2012 State
Statement of Needs."” This document provided details about the federal workload to states and
provided the states’ assessment of the budget needed to address EPA’s requests. For 2012, this
amounted to nearly $2.5 billion from categorical grants — well above 2010’s allocation of $1.1
billion. While EPA did not ultimately ask for that amount in its proposal, based on its budget
proposal for 2012 we believe that EPA agrees with the states that declining federal support for
categorical grants cannot continue. In its 2012 proposal the Agency proposes a 7.6% increase for
categorical grants. The state environmental agencies support this budget request and encourage
the Committee to adopt it.

We note that nearly every state has reduced its budget since 2008, and that the federal
government is planning to do the same. Some may ask: why should the federal government
increase funding for state operations while states are reducing these budgets? One answer is that
it is much, much cheaper for the federal government to partially fund the states to operate its
programs than for it to fully fund EPA to do so. ECOS research shows that a typical federal
environmental agency employee earns about 50% more per year than a state environmental
agency employee in the same profession and with similar experience®. If a state finds the cost to
operate a federal environmental program to be too expensive, it can always turn that program
back over to EPA — at least two states are currently considering this move. In such a case, EPA
will be paying more for its employees and since the federal government only funds on average
about one-fifth the cost of for a state to implement a program, it will likely also have to pick up
the 80% in costs that the states currently pay for. In all, the Appropriations Committee should
expect the cost for EPA to implement a program that is currently delegated to a state to be five to
six times as much as for the state to run it. EPA understands this very well and has always tried

* Brown and Fishman, op. cit., page 6.

* The State Environmental 4 gencies’ Statement of Need and Budget Proposal for EPA’s 2012 Categorical Grants
STAG Budget, ECOS, June 2010

hitp://www.ecos.org/files/4109_file ECOS_Proposal_for EPAs_2012_STAG_Budget vZ_0.pdf

® Cost to Move a Program from a State to U.S. EPA, ECOS, 2011
http://www.ecos.org/files/4354_file_Cost_to_Move_a_Program_from_a_State_to_EPA xls
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to avoid a situation in which a state might be motivated to return a delegated program for
funding reasons.

Now let us turn to the State Revolving Funds (SRFs). ECOS is on record asking
Congress to fully fund and reauthorize the Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund®. We also
support the Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund. We recognize that the President’s 2012
budget proposal cuts funding to the SRFs. While we would prefer not to see cuts to the SRFs,
we recognize that many in Congress and elsewhere want to reduce federal spending, and that
these large funds are a conspicuous place to do so within EPA’s budget. We also acknowledge
that the SRFs got a significant one-time boost from the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009. We remind the Committee that while a cut to the SRF is technically a cut to EPA’s
budget, it is in reality a cut to the states and the local governments, and that it is a cut that
reduces the amount that these governments have to comply with a federal mandate. However, the
SRF cuts proposed in the 2012 budget will not cause lasting damage to the states and local
governments provided that: 1) the cuts are limited to one or two fiscal years; 2) that the SRF is
ultimately fully funded, and 3) that new rules for which state and local governments use the SRF
to comply are not promulgated during the years of the cuts to the SRF. Otherwise, state and local
governments will be facing a significant unfunded mandate that many of them, especially the
smaller systems, will find difficult to meet, and we might expect deteriorating water quality
conditions to result.

Lastly, we want to discuss the workload that the federal government expects the state
environmental agencies to conduct on its behalf. As we stated, most EPA rules are handed over
to the state agencies which actually implement them. With the rare exception (such as the coal
combustion residual rule proposal, or rules that states are asked to implement before they are
finalized) states do not oppose these rules. In fact, we often support them or even ask EPA to
promulgate them (such as dental amalgams waste mercury and mercury storage rules). However,
the volume and complexity of EPA rules is outstripping the financial support that states receive
to implement them.

For example, we cannot list the new EPA rules that affect state and local governments for
the periods from 2008-20107 in this document, because the list is so long that we would have no
room for anything else in our four-page testimony. In 2008 EPA issued approximately 46 new
regulations that had a significant impact on state governments. For 2009, there were about 36
significant new rules. In 2010 EPA listed approximately 57 significant new regulations - this
one year was the highest total number of significant new regulations since 2000. Effectively,
EPA is asking the states to implement 139 new or modified rules during a time when the
categorical grants budgets have not even kept up with inflation.

6 “Congress Should Reauthorize and Fully Fund the CW SRF”, ECOS Resolution 08-1, March 29, 2011.

4391 file 08 1 _CWSRF 2011 _version.doc

7 Among several sources, the reader can find a current list of rules impacting state governments at EPA’s
Rulemaking Gateway:
hitp://yosemite.epa.gov/opei/RuleGate.nsf/content/effectsstategov. htmi?OpenDocument& Count=1000& ExpandVie
w
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In conclusion, states understand and accept their responsibilities in implementing federal
programs on behalf of EPA. We ask in return that Congress supply an amount commensurate
with that workload — not 100% of the cost, but an amount that takes into consideration the
number of rules and inflation. In so doing, this will allow the states to continue to operate these
programs, to better serve our citizens and to save the federal government a very large cost that it
would bear if states did not run these programs. We recommend that the Committee and the
House pass the EPA 2012 budget proposal for the categorical grants portion of STAG.
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Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate your testimony. I have talked with
Toni Hardesty out in Idaho about this same thing.

Mr. OPPER. I am crazy about Toni, by the way. She is marvelous.

Mr. SIMPSON. She does a great job. And I rely on her for a lot
of information about how things are working, but you are right,
there are Members of Congress who are upset with EPA, that is
a mild way to put it, and consequently they would like to just
eliminate their budget. Unfortunately, as we discovered as we tried
to put together both H.R. 1 and this latest one that we thought,
you cannot do that because oftentimes you are not getting at what
you want to get at. What happens is, just as you said, those cuts
are passed down to the states and then those programs that actu-
ally go out and repair this kind of stuff and do the air quality mon-
itoring, et cetera, et cetera, that is where the cuts occur, and that
is what we do not want to do. So it has got to be more strategic
than what some members want to do, but as you saw in the last,
I guess when H.R. 1 was proposed, there were, I think it was 22
amendments or something like that that were aimed directly at the
EPA that passed. I think that was a lot of venting by members that
were upset with things that had happened in their region or their
area or whatever, and hopefully we will be more thoughtful when
we bring the Interior budget down this year, and we will certainly
take into consideration your testimony and what you said, because
we do not want to hurt the programs that are being done I think
effectively and efficiently by the states.

Mr. OpPER. Well, thank you for recognizing that, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate that very much.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet. Jim.

Mr. MORAN. The testimony was very good. The conversational
tone is particularly effective too, incidentally. Thank you.

Mr. OPPER. I know no other way.

Mr. SiMPsSON. That is the way all Montanans are. Thank you.

Next is Craig

Mr. SCHIFFRIES. Craig Schiffries.

Mr. SiMPSON. Okay, Mr. Schiffries, Director of Geoscience Policy
at Geological Society of America.

FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

WITNESS

CRAIG SCHIFFRIES, PH.D., DIRECTOR FOR GEOSCIENCE POLICY, GEO-
LOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA (GSA)

Mr. SCHIFFRIES. Chairman Simpson, Mr. Moran, members of the
subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today about
the U.S. Geological Survey. My name is Craig Schiffries and I serve
as Director for Geoscience Policy at the Geological Society of Amer-
ica.

The Geological Society of America urges Congress to appropriate
at least $1.2 billion for the U.S. Geological Survey in fiscal year
2012. The USGS is one of the Nation’s premier science agencies. It
addresses many of society’s greatest challenges including mineral
and energy resources, natural hazards, climate change and water



160

availability and quality. Quite simply, the USGS benefits every
American every day. The magnitude 9.0 earthquake and tsunami
that devastated Japan on March 11th emphatically demonstrates
the value of robust natural hazards monitoring and warning sys-
tems and the need for increased funding for the USGS.

Science and technology are engines of economic prosperity, envi-
ronmental quality and national security. Federal investments in re-
search pay substantial dividends. According to the National Acad-
emies report, Rising above the Gathering Storm, as much as 85
percent of the measured growth in U.S. income per capita was due
to technological change. In 2010, the National Academies issued an
updated report, Above the Gathering Storm Revisited, which says
it would be impossible not to recognize the great difficulty of car-
rying out the Gathering Storm recommendations such as doubling
the research budget in today’s fiscal environment. However, it must
be emphasized that actions such as doubling the research budget
are investments that will need to be made if the Nation is to main-
tain economic strength to provide citizens health care, Social Secu-
rity, national security and more. One seemingly relevant analogy
is that a non-solution to making an overweight aircraft
flightworthy is to remove an engine. Likewise, the National Com-
mission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform headed by Erskine
Bowles and Alan Simpson said cut and invest to promote economic
growth and keep America competitive. We should cut the red tape
and unproductive government spending that hinders job creation
and jobs. At the same time, we must invest in education, infra-
structure and high-value research and development to help our
economy grow, keep us globally competitive and make it easier for
businesses to create jobs.

Earth science is a critical component of the overall science and
technology enterprise. Strong support for earth science in general
and the U.S. Geological Survey in particular are required to stimu-
late innovations that fuel the economy, provide security and en-
hance the quality of life.

Science and scientific integrity advanced through the combina-
tion of two recent developments at the U.S. Department of the In-
terior. Secretary Salazar issued a new five-year strategic plan that
for the first time elevates science to one of five mission areas for
the entire department. The Interior Department also issued a com-
prehensive scientific integrity program. These developments are
cause for optimism but the Geological Society of America expects
that the elevation of science to a mission area will guide invest-
ments that are reflected in improved budget requests for the U.S.
Geological Survey.

The U.S. Geological Survey addresses many of society’s greatest
challenges, and I would like to mention just two today. A failure
to prevent natural hazards from becoming natural disasters will in-
crease future expenditures for disaster recovery and response. Re-
cent natural disasters provide unmistakable evidence that the
United States remains vulnerable to staggering losses. The mag-
nitude 9.0 earthquake and tsunami that devastated Japan on
March 11th, the magnitude 7.0 earthquake that killed more than
200,000 people in Haiti last year, and the small volcanic eruptions
in Iceland that disrupted global air traffic last year provide compel-
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ling evidence that the United States needs to take further actions
to reduce risks from natural hazards. An improved scientific under-
standing of geological hazards will produce future losses through
better forecasts of their occurrence and magnitude. We urge Con-
gress to increase funding for the USGS to modernize and upgrade
its natural hazards monitoring and warning systems.

Widespread deployment of new energy technologies can reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, mitigate climate change and reduce de-
pendence on foreign oil, and minerals and energy resources are in-
extricably intertwined because many new energy technologies such
as wind turbines and solar cells depend on rare earth elements and
other critical minerals that currently lack diversified sources of
supply. China accounts for more than 95 percent of the world pro-
duction of rare earth elements although it has only 36 percent of
the identified world reserves, according to the USGS. A renewed
federal commitment to innovative research, information and edu-
cation on mineral and energy resources is needed to address these
issues.

President Obama’s fiscal year 2012 budget request for the USGS
is $1.118 billion, a decrease of $15 million, or 1.3 percent, below the
USGS budget request for fiscal year 2011. Now, that is a slight in-
crease in the total USGS budget request for fiscal year 2012 com-
pared to the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. The 2012 budget re-
quest contains $89.1 million in budget cuts in core science pro-
grams that would be offset by increases in other areas. The pro-
posed budget cuts would have significant negative impacts on the
scientific capabilities of the USGS. Proposed reductions in the fiscal
year 2012 budget request include $9.6 million for mineral re-
sources, $8.9 million for national water quality assessment, $4.7
million for earthquake hazards.

It appears that responsibilities for Landsat satellites have been
transferred from NASA to USGS without a corresponding transfer
of budget authority. A $48 million increase for national land imag-
ing would be offset by decreases for core USGS programs. This
trend cannot continue without compromising the mission of the
U.S. Geological Survey. The Geological Society of America urges
Congress to appropriate at least $1.2 billion for the USGS in fiscal
year 2012. The USGS budget has been nearly stagnant in real dol-
lars since 1996. The USGS budget for 2010 was below the USGS
budget for 2001 in real dollars, and during this time natural haz-
ards, mineral and energy resources, and water availability and
quality have become increasingly important to the Nation.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony about the
U.S. Geological Survey. The Geological Society of America is grate-
ful to the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee for its lead-
ership in strengthening the USGS over many years. We urge you
to strengthen the USGS further again this year. I would be happy
to answer any questions.

[The statement of Craig Schiffries follows:]
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Dr. Craig M. Schiffries
Director for Geoscience Policy
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U.S. Geological Survey
FY 2012 Budget Proposal

To the
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Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior Environment, and Related Agencies
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Summary

The Geological Society of America (GSA) urges Congress to appropriate at least $1.2 billion for
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in fiscal year 2012. The USGS is one of the nation’s
premier science agencies. It addresses many of society’s greatest challenges, including mineral
and energy resources, natural hazards, climate change, and water availability and quality. The
USGS benefits every American every day. The magnitude 9.0 earthquake and tsunami that
devastated Japan on March 11, 2011 emphatically demonstrates the value of robust natural
hazards monitoring and warning systems and the need for increased funding for the USGS.
Nevertheless, funding for the USGS has stagnated in real dollars for more than a decade.

The Geological Society of America supports strong and growing budgets for the U.S. Geological
Survey. Increased federal funding for Earth science is needed to stimulate innovations that fuel
the economy, provide national security, and enhance the quality of life. The USGS has a unique
combination of expertise and assets that enable it to address interdisciplinary research challenges
that are beyond the capabilities of most other organizations.

The Geological Society of America, founded in 1888, is a scientific society with over 24,000
members from academia, government, and industry in all 50 states and more than 90 countries.
Through its meetings, publications, and programs, GSA advances the geosciences, enhances the
professional growth of its members, and promotes the geosciences in the service of humankind.
GSA encourages cooperative research among earth, life, planetary, and social scientists, fosters
public dialogue on geoscience issues, and supports all levels of earth science education.
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Rationale

Science and technology are engines of economic prosperity, environmental quality, and national
security. Federal investments in research pay substantial dividends. According to the National
Academies’ report Rising Above the Gathering Storm (2007), “Economic studies conducted even
before the information-technology revolution have shown that as much as 85% of measured
growth in US income per capita was due to technological change.” In 2010, the National
Academies issued an updated report, Above the Gathering Storm, Revisited, which says:

It would be impossible not to recognize the great difficulty of carrying out the
Gathering Storm recommendations, such as doubling the research budget, in
today’s fiscal environment...with worthy demand after worthy demand
confronting budgetary realities. However, it is emphasized that actions such as
doubling the research budget are investments that will need to be made if the
nation is to maintain the economic strength to provide for its citizens healthcare,
social security, national security, and more. One seemingly relevant analogy is
that a non-solution to making an over-weight aircraft flight-worthy is to remove
an engine.

Likewise, the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, headed by Erskine
Bowles and Alan Simpson, said:

Cut and invest to promote economic growth and keep America competitive. We
should cut red tape and unproductive government spending that hinders job crea-
tion and growth. At the same time, we must invest in education, infrastructure,
and high-value research and development to help our economy grow, keep us
globally competitive, and make it easier for businesses to create jobs.

Earth science is a critical component of the overall science and technology enterprise. Growing
support for Earth science in general and the U.S. Geological Survey in particular are required to
stimulate innovations that fuel the economy, provide security, and enhance the quality of life.
Earth Science provides knowledge and data essential for developing policies, legislation, and
regulations regarding land, mineral, energy, and water resources at all levels of government.

Advancing Science and Scientific Integrity at the Department of the Interior

Science and scientific integrity advanced through the combination of two recent developments at
the U.S. Department of the Interior. Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar issued a new five-year
strategic plan that for the first time elevates science to one of five mission areas for the entire
department. The Interior Department also adopted a comprehensive scientific integrity policy
that sets clear expectations for all employees, including political appointees, public affairs
officers, and scientists. These developments are cause for optimism. GSA expects that the
elevation of science to a mission area will guide investments and the allocation of resources that
are reflected in the budget for the U.S. Geological Survey.
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Broader Impacts of the U.S. Geological Survey

The USGS is one of the nation’s premier science agencies. It addresses many of society’s
greatest challenges, including natural hazards, mineral and energy resources, climate change, and
water availability and quality.

Natural hazards — including earthquakes, tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, floods, droughts,
wildfires, and hurricanes — remain a major cause of fatalities and economic losses world-
wide. A failure to prevent natural hazards from becoming natural disasters will increase
future expenditures for disaster response and recovery. Recent natural disasters provide
unmistakable evidence that the United States remains vulnerable to staggering losses. The
magnitude 9.0 earthquake and tsunami that devastated Japan on March 11, 2011, the
magnitude 7.0 earthquake that killed more than 200,000 people in Haiti on January 12, 2010,
and the small volcanic eruptions in Iceland that disrupted global air traffic in April 2011,
provide compelling evidence that the United States needs better data to inform further actions
to reduce risks from natural hazards. An improved scientific understanding of geologic
hazards will reduce future losses through better forecasts of their occurrence and magnitude.
We urge Congress to increase funding for the USGS to modernize and upgrade its natural
hazards monitoring and warning systems.

Energy and mineral resources are critical to the functioning of society and to national
security and have positive impacts on local, national, and international economies and quality
of life. Improved scientific understanding of these resources will allow for their better
management and utilization, while at the same time address economic and environmental
issues. USGS assessments of mineral and energy resources — including rare earth elements,
unconventional natural gas resources, and geothermal resources — are essential for making
informed decisions about the nation’s future. Widespread deployment of new energy
technologies can reduce greenhouse gas emissions, mitigate climate change, and reduce
dependence on foreign oil. Minerals and energy are intertwined because many emerging
energy technologies — such as wind turbines and solar cells — depend on rare earth elements
and critical minerals that currently lack diversified sources of supply. China accounts for 95
percent of world production of rare earth elements although it has only 36 percent of
identified world reserves (USGS, 2010). A renewed federal commitment to innovative
research, information, and education on mineral and energy resources is needed to address
these issues.

Forecasting the outcomes of human interactions with Earth’s natural systems, including
climate change, is limited by an incomplete understanding of geologic and environmental
processes. Improved understanding of these processes in Earth’s history can increase
confidence in the ability to predict future states and enhance the prospects for mitigating or
reversing adverse impacts to the planet and its inhabitants.

The availability and quality of surface water and groundwater are vital to the well being of
both society and ecosystems. Greater scientific understanding of these critical resources—
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and communication of new insights by geoscientists in formats useful to decision makers—is
necessary to ensure adequate and safe water resources for the future.

¢ Research in Earth science is also fundamental to training and educating the next generation
of Earth science professionals.

Budget Shortfalls

President Obama’s FY 2012 budget request for the U.S. Geological Survey is $1.118 billion, a
decrease of $15 million or 1.3 percent below the USGS budget request for FY 2011. Although
there is a $6 million or 0.5% increase in the total USGS budget request for FY 2012 compared to
the FY 2010 enacted level, the FY 2012 budget request contains $89.1 million in budget cuts in
core science programs that would be offset by increases in other areas, including a $48 million
increase in a new account for National Land Imaging. The proposed budget cuts would have
significant negative impacts on the scientific capabilities of the USGS. Proposed reductions in
the FY 2012 USGS budget request include -$9.8 million for Biological Information Management
and Delivery, -$9.6 million for Mineral Resources, -$8.9 million for National Water Quality
Assessment, -$6.5 million for Water Resources Research Act Program, and -$4.7 million for
Earthquake Hazards. The Geological Society of America urges Congress to appropriate at least
$1.2 billion for the USGS in FY 2012.

It appears that responsibilities for Landsat satellites have been transferred from NASA to USGS
without a corresponding transfer of budget authority. In the USGS budget request for FY 2012,
a $48 million increase for National Land Imaging would be offset by budget decreases for core
USGS science programs. This trend cannot continue without compromising the mission of the
U.S. Geological Survey. Experience with other satellites indicates that the cost of operating
Landsat is likely to rise significantly in future years with the launch of Landsat 8, 9, and 10.

The USGS budget has been nearly stagnant in real dollars since 1996. The USGS budget for FY
2010 was below the USGS budget for FY 2001 in real dollars. The decline in funding for the
USGS during this time period would have been greater if Congress had not repeatedly restored
proposed budget cuts. Federal funding for non-defense R&D has increased significantly while
funding for the USGS stagnated for more than a decade. During this time, natural hazards,
mineral and energy resources, and water availability and quality have become increasing
important to the nation.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony about the U.S. Geological Survey. The
Geological Society of America is grateful to House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior,
Environment, and Related Agencies for its leadership in strengthening the U.S. Geological
Survey over many years. For additional information or to learn more about the Geological
Society of America — including GSA Position Statements on water resources, mineral and energy
resources, climate change, natural hazards, and public investment in Earth science research ~
please visit www_geosociety.org or contact Dr. Craig Schiffries at cschiffries@geosociety.org.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for your testimony. I am kind of a fan
of the USGS and what they do. They are a great organization. I
think they are being run well, and I was not very happy with the
request in the President’s budget for 2012 either, but we will be
looking at it. I am concerned about the Landsat satellite and trans-
fer, as you said, the responsibility with no money that goes along
with it. We will be looking at that, and also we may have some ad-
ditional responsibilities we wish for the USGS to take on, but we
will not do that without corresponding resources for them to do it.

Mr. MORAN. I am in complete agreement with the chairman. The
Landsat responsibility being shifted to USGS without an appro-
priate corresponding shift of financial resources was wrong, and we
cannot afford these kinds of cuts to scientific research that USGS
performs so ably. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for your testimony.

Mr. ScHIFFRIES. Thank you very much.

Mr. SiMPSON. Patrick Natale, Executive Director of the American
Society of Civil Engineers, as opposed to the uncivil engineers.

Mr. NATALE. Some engineers are not.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, U.S.
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

WITNESS

PATRICK NATALE, P.E., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN SOCIETY
OF CIVIL ENGINEERS

Mr. NATALE. Mr. Chairman, good morning, Representative
Moran. It is a pleasure to be in front of Representative Moran, my
Congressman.

Mr. SiMPSON. He is mine too, actually. Although I vote in Idaho,
I do live over in his district.

Mr. NATALE. I appreciate both of your comments, your comments
that you made earlier about the importance of infrastructure. That
is what ASCE has been talking about for many years. My name is
Patrick Natale. I am the Executive Director of the American Soci-
ety of Civil Engineers and I am a registered professional engineer
in New Jersey. I actually live in New Jersey and Alexandria. I am
really pleased to be talking about these issues that are before you
today about EPA funding and the USGS funding. I think these are
critical to our future and to the health and well-being of our citi-
zens of this country.

The concerns that we have with some of the budget cuts that are
in the proposed budget could be devastating for water infrastruc-
ture, as we talked about. You heard some great examples earlier
by the prior speakers. But looking at the cuts of what the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act are being reduced to
$700 million and $842 million, respectively, or a cut of 66 percent
in one and 39 percent in the other. That is huge cuts to critical
issues that impact our health, safety and welfare, which is pretty
important to all of us. Each year as we do not do something, we
are making the condition worse. Infrastructure, as we wait to re-
pair it, the conditions later on are even worse.
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When we did a report card in 2005, we found the needs for infra-
structure to be $1.6 trillion to improve infrastructure in all areas.
When we did the report card again in 2009, the price tag went up
to $2.2 trillion. That was the cost of non-action or not enough ac-
tion. We need to be paying attention to these critical areas, and we
feel that there is a lot of data out there besides our report card.
The report that was put together by the Bush Administration in
2002 looking at the need for our systems that was presented to
EPA indicated that there was a need for system improvement in
investment going forward.

We feel that this is a time when the Federal Government needs
to be stepping up participation, not reducing it. We are going back-
wards at a time that is critical to our success. And it is one of these
things, you wait, pay now, or pay a lot more later on. We need to
be paying attention to those things. We have seen reports that indi-
cated the need for the Nation to invest $298 billion as of January
2008 in clean water needs, and we are not funding that. We have
needs for replacing wastewater treatment plants. The pipes need
repairing. We saw a great example of that a few moments ago. We
need to buy new pipes, install new pipes, and we have to look at
issues of combined stormwater, what the impacts of that are, and
invest in stormwater management. What are we doing to make this
a better country and keep the concerns of our citizens intact?

We need to be looking at investing more money. Over the next
20 years, the numbers can be staggering, but a comment was made
earlier about the bottled water versus tap water. You are paying
4,000 times the cost of bottled water to drinking water. A slight in-
crease in funding would be very valuable to improve the quality of
the supply and we could avoid some of the conditions that we have
here.

Our system is aging. We need to invest in that. We believe that
the importance of doing this will help the citizens going forward
and we can grow the Nation. We heard a lot of good examples be-
fore about the employment that is provided by doing infrastructure
projects. And the thing I really like about it, they are domestic jobs
when we do employment. So I think it is a really good opportunity.
With the Nation facing $400 to $500 billion investment gap in
wastewater and drinking water in the next 20 years, now is not the
time to cut, now is the time to invest in our future, and I do not
like to use the spending word, I like to use “invest,” because this
is about investing. The infrastructure that we have built in the
past, we are living off it today and we are benefiting from that.

I understand the concerns that Congress has dealing with the
budget gap and dealing with the deficit but it is not the time to
cut back. ASCE recommends an appropriation of $2 billion for the
Clean Water SRF and appropriation of $1.5 billion for the Drinking
Water SRF in 2012.

Now, briefly, a couple of comments on the USGS, and I think we
heard some really good comments about that by the last speaker,
but we really feel it is important that USGS collects a lot of impor-
tant scientific data that helps us make some good decisions, us as
a country, on vital water resources, prediction of earthquakes and
volcanoes, and looking at other biological conditions in that coun-
try. That data is critical to help us go forward. And we heard ear-
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lier about the reductions of where they are. We believe that we
ought to be maintaining the integrity of our scientific data collec-
tion so that we can improve again the quality of service. ASCE rec-
ommends that the appropriations of $1.2 billion should be in the
fiscal year 2012 budget for the USGS.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks. I will be glad to an-
swer any questions.

[The statement of Patrick Natale follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am Patrick }. Natale. | am a licensed Professional Engineer in the state of New
Jersey and the Executive Director of the American Society of Civil Engineers {ASCE). Tam
pleased to be here today to present ASCE’s views on the proposed budgets for the
Environmental Protection agency (EPA) and the United States Geological Survey for Fiscal
Year 2012.

A. THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The president’s proposed budget for EPA in FY 2012 represents a setback for the
nation because it reduces spending on critical infrastructure systems designed to protect
public health.

Our 2009 Report Card for America’s Infrastructure gave the nation’s wastewater and
drinking-water systems identical grades of D-, marking them as systems in near total
failure. We estimated then that the physical condition of many of the nation's 16,000
wastewater treatment systems was poor due to a lack of investment in plants, equipment,
and other capital improvements over the years, while federal funding under the Clean
Water Act State Revolving Loan Fund (SRF) program had remained flat for more than a
decade. Federal assistance has not kept pace with the needs, yet virtually every authority
agrees that funding needs remain very high, a condition that has not improved in the last
two years.

The EPA “Clean Water Needs Survey” for 2008, released last October, put the total
wastewater and stormwater management needs for the nation at $298.1 billion as of
January 1, 2008. This amount includes $192.2 billion for wastewater treatment plants,
pipe repairs, and buying and installing new pipes; $63.6 billion for combined sewer

-1-
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overflow correction; and $42.3 billion for stormwater management. Small communities
have documented needs of $22.7 billion.

In addition to the $298.1 billion in wastewater and stormwater needs, the report
documented needs of $22.8 billion for nonpoint source pollution prevention and $23.9
billion for decentralized wastewater (septic) systems. An estimated $334.5 billion and
$81.5 billion in needs are potentially eligible for assistance from EPA's Clean Water State
Revolving Fund and Nonpoint Source Control Grant programs respectively, the agency
reported.

Meanwhile, the nation’s drinking-water systems also face staggering public
investment needs over the next 20 years. Although America spends billions on water
infrastructure each year, drinking water systems face an annual shortfall of at least $11
billion in funding needed to replace aging facilities that are near the end of their useful life
and to comply with existing and future federal water regulations. The shortfall does not
account for any growth in the demand for drinking water over the next 20 years.
Nevertheless, the agency’s overall budget proposal for FY 2012 represents about a 13
percent decrease from the FY 2010 enacted budget of $10.3 billion for all EPA programs.

The most serious cutback totals $2.5 billion—a decrease of $938 million—for the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) and Safe Drinking Water Act SRF. The wastewater
treatment SRF is being reduced by $550 million and the drinking-water SRF by $388
million from the FY 2010 enacted amounts.

On its web site, the EPA states: “While this budget includes significant cuts, it is
designed to ensure that EPA can effectively carry out its core mission to protect public
health and our environment, including the reductions of ... water pollution.”
http://www.epa.gov/planandbudget/annualplan/fy2012.htm]

We respectfully disagree. The agency’s own budget states the problem succinctly.
“America’s waters remain imperiled.”

Federal funds contributed to the SRFs have ensured efficient systemwide planning
and continuing management of sustainable water infrastructure since 1987. With the
nation facing a $400 billion to $500 billion investment gap in its wastewater and drinking-
water infrastructure over the next 20 years, now is not the time to cut federal investments
in public health.

We recognize of course that Congress is dealing with enormous deficits and a
growing federal debt, but the remedies for these problems must not come at the expense of
programs aimed at protecting public health from the dangers of increased contamination in
our rivers, lakes and streams and our drinking-water supplies.

ASCE recommends an appropriation of $2 billion for t lean Water State
Revolving Loan Fund (SR an appropriation of $1.5 billion for the Sa

Drinking Water Act SRFin FY 2012,
-2
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B. UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The U.S. Geological Survey {USGS) is one of the nation’s foremost science agencies.
It produces the scientific data essential for the protection of the quality of economically
vital water resources, for the prediction of earthquakes and volcanoes, for the cataloging of
America’s vast biological resources and for dozens of other critically important technical
needs.

The administration’s FY 2012 budget request for the USGS is $1.118 billion, an
overall decrease of $15 million or 1.3 percent below the USGS budget request for FY 2011,
but a small increase of $6 million or one half of one percent above the FY 2010 enacted
level.

Although there is a $6 million increase in the total USGS budget request for FY 2012
compared to the FY 2010 enacted level, the FY 2012 budget request contains significant
cuts in many programs that are offset by increases in other areas, including a $59.6 million
increase in a new account for National Land Imaging.

The USGS budget request for FY 2012 includes $89.1 million in program reductions
in longstanding programs. The proposed budget cuts would have significant impacts on
USGS programs. Proposed budget cuts in the FY 2012 USGS budget request include
decreases of $9.8 million for Biological Information Management and Delivery, $9.6 million
for Mineral Resources, $8.9 million for National Water Quality Assessment, $6.5 millien for
Cooperative Water Program, and $4.7 million for Earthquake Hazards.

In FY 2012 the administration seeks to cut the National Water Quality Assessment
Program (NAWQA) by $6.7 million from FY 2010. NAWQA is one of the nation’s major
sources of information on the flow and volume of rivers, streams and groundwater
formations. The least harmful effect of these cuts would postpone the implementation of
real-time technology for water-quality monitoring necessary to public health programs at
the state and local levels. At their worst they would eliminate funding for monitoring and
assessment of groundwater in 33 states. This information is used to identify contaminants
in public drinking-water wells and manage groundwater to meet future needs for potable
drinking-water and uncontaminated irrigation flows.

The USGS operates approximately 7,000 stream gages nationwide. These gages
provide real-time data typically are recorded at 15- to 60-minute intervals, stored onsite,
and then transmitted to USGS offices every one to four hours, depending on the data relay
technique used, through the stream-gauging program. These data are used to predict
floods, allocate water supplies, provide water flow data for publicly owned treatment
works {(POTWs), and assist in the design of flood-resistant bridges. National Streamflow
Information Program is being reduced by more than $800,000 from the FY 2010 enacted
appropriation for streamflow in the president’s budget. We urge the Congress to reinstate
this cut.
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The administration also proposes to cut $3.5 million from the coastal and marine
geology program. We support efforts to restore the entire amount of the reduction. This
program supports the USGS’ effort to understand the science of coastal and marine hazards,
coastal groundwater studies and research into catastrophic storms, leaving funding only
for the largest hurricanes to make landfall. These cuts are ill conceived and threaten the
safety of Americans living along our coastlines.

We understand the challenges presented by the federal budget deficit. But any failure
to prevent natural hazards from becoming natural disasters will increase future
expenditures for disaster response and recovery. Recent natural disasters provide
unmistakable evidence that society is vulnerable to staggering losses. The magnitude 9.0
earthquake and tsunami that devastated Japan on March 11, 2011, the magnitude 7.0
earthquake that killed more than 200,000 people in Haiti on January 12, 2010, and the
small volcanic eruptions in Iceland that disrupted global air traffic in April 2011, provide
compelling evidence that the United States should take further actions to reduce risks from
natural hazards.

The Administration’s FY 2012 budget request includes $133.9 million for Natural
Hazards, $5.1 million below the 2010 enacted level. ASCE is concerned that this decrease
could compromise public safety. USGS, and other federal agencies involved in hazards
research and mitigation, have face many years of underfunding; the proposed budget
request will continue this trend.

The recent earthquakes highlight the importance of such programs as the National
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP), of which USGS is an important part. The
Earthquake Hazards Program {EHP) is one part of USGS’ contribution to NEHRP.
Earthquakes pose significant risk to 75 million Americans in 39 States. The EHP provides
information and products for earthquake loss reduction, including hazard and risk
assessment, and comprehensive real-time earthquake monitoring. ASCE request that
Congress restore funding to FY 2010 levels for Natural Hazards.

Congress must increase the total appropriation for the USGS in FY 2012. It must
restore the $39 million in cuts proposed for biological information, mineral resources,
water-quality assessment and earthquake hazards programs in order to provide full
funding for uncontrollable cost increases, and to provide new funds to enable the agency to
address a growing backlog of needs for USGS science and information, accelerate the
timetable for deployment of critical projects, and undertake new initiatives that address
new challenges.

ASCE rec nds an appropriation of $1.2 billion for the USGS in FY 2012.



173

Mr. SiMpPsoN. Thank you, Patrick. I appreciate your testimony.
As we said earlier, we do not disagree with you. It is a matter of
the budget deficit is real and we have to deal with that, and we
have to find a better way to fund this, a long-term funding source.

Mr. NATALE. Absolutely. ASCE next week are putting together a
group of a lot of different parties together. We are bringing labor,
we are bringing environmental groups in, we are bringing the U.S.
Chamber, and we are going to be doing a visioning session of what
is infrastructure looking like in the future, and we think this will
be really good data for the country to take a look at and where do
we go from here, how do we get there, and your concerns about
funding, that is one of the issues we need to talk about. There are
funding opportunities but we need to be thinking out of the box
and we need to break the barriers. We cannot constantly say no
new income. You are not going to do it. Let’s do it wisely. So we
are hoping that within the next couple of weeks we will have more
data to provide to the Congress so you can make some good deci-
sions going forward.

Mr. SIMPSON. We know that there are problems. It is trying to
find an acceptable funding source. We have been working on some
things which include some revenue enhancements, but I will tell
you, they are not very popular, but some of the things we are going
to do are not going to be very popular but it has got to be done.
I appreciate it. Thank you. Jim.

Mr. MORAN. Put me on that bill when you are ready. And frank-
ly, this is better testimony than we get from the agency for these
programs. It brings home the need and the relative pittance that
we are providing, albeit important. It does not seem as though it
is an area we should be cutting, but again, I appreciate your speak-
ing up. I wish some of the governors would speak up as much be-
cause it is money out of their pocket when we cut these programs.
It is a state revolving fund. But anyway, this is very good testi-
mony. Thank you.

Mr. NATALE. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

The next witness is Conrad Anker, who manages athlete pro-
grams for North Face. How are you doing?

Mr. ANKER. Things are well. Greetings.

Mr. SiMPSON. You bet. Good to see you.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, PUBLIC LANDS, LWCF
WITNESS

CONRAD ANKER, MANAGES ATHLETE PROGRAMS FOR NORTH FACE,
LWCF COALITION

Mr. ANKER. Mr. Chairman and members, thank you for the op-
portunity to speak on behalf of funding for the Land and Water
Conservation Fund. I join with the LWCF Coalition, business and
civil leaders, sportsmen and recreationists, conservationists and
many others across the Nation in urging you to provide vital fund-
ing for LWCF in fiscal year 2012.
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America can simply not afford to lose the national recreational
and other public opportunities LWCF provides or the activity it in-
jects in the American economy. This program touches every state
and every American. It protects our most treasured places from our
Civil War heritage at Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania to the Saw-
tooth National Recreation Area to the California desert, working
ranches, state, local parks and trails.

I am a professional mountain climber by trade. From multiple
ascents to Denali, the highest point in America, to Everest, the
highest point on our planet, I have experienced nature in its raw
and unbridled form. I find no greater joy than being in a far and
remote place preparing for a challenging ascent. I have had the
good fortune to combine my personal passion for the outdoors with
my career. For the past 27 years, I have worked with the North
Face, an outdoor apparel equipment company based in California
with annual sales of $1.4 billion and over 425 employees. We have
a retail store in Boise, Idaho. Today I manage the athlete program,
which encourages and supports outdoor participation. The North
Face is very aware that the attributes of nature are part of our
brand DNA. It is important to our industry that we have places for
our customers to enjoy our products.

In the past 11 years, the North Face has led Vanity Fair Cor-
poration, the parent company, in growth. In these tough economic
times when families need to cut back, people are willing to invest
in outdoor recreation. Families understand that being outdoors is
a wise investment that reaps benefits to their health and well-
being. In turn, this spending supports jobs and drives economic vi-
brancy in our communities.

The outdoor industry is one of America’s fastest growing eco-
nomic sectors. Without a metric like housing starts for the con-
struction industry, its contributions to the health of the American
economy are not widely recognized. Our industry is highly reces-
sion resistant, contributing over $730 billion to the American econ-
omy each year and generating $88 billion in annual state and fed-
eral tax revenues. Over 6.5 million American jobs are supported by
the active outdoor recreation economy. The outdoor sector is a
major part of the U.S. economy and America still dominates this
globally and provides sustained economic growth in communities,
rural and urban, across America.

Whether one is climbing Mount Everest, visiting a national park,
fishing a favorite stream, the personal motivation is the same. We
go outdoors to challenge ourselves and to come back refreshed. Ev-
erywhere I go, I meet people who seek the connection to the out-
doors to sustain and inspire them in their daily lives. Outdoor ex-
periences inspire and nourish the human spirit. In children, these
experiences foster creativity and confidence that nurture the entre-
preneurial spirit and a lifetime of fitness instilled by early access
to outdoor has incalculable quality of life and public health benefits
to individuals and our society as a whole.

Each year, the Land and Water Conservation Fund protects the
integrity of our public lands. It funds the highest priority now-or-
never purchases over our national parks, forests, refuges, national
trails corridors and other public lands. It provides critical access to
public lands and water for recreation, hunting and fishing. It
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leverages state and matching dollars to provide close-to-home
recreation through statewide LWCF grants for parks, ball fields,
trails, Forest Legacy grants, working forest and timber jobs while
ensuring public access to recreation.

LWCF is the only conservation offset from oil and gas drilling in
federal waters. With over $6 billion annually in offshore royalties,
I urge you to honor the longstanding Congressional intent to dedi-
cate a small portion of these revenues to their intended purpose.
Significant cuts to LWCF experienced in the fiscal year 2011 budg-
et will affect outdoor recreation projects and jobs and communities
across the country. Please cut in fiscal year 2012 to reverse these
cuts.

America’s public lands heritage, be it a corner park or Yosemite,
is critical to supporting the American spirit of innovation, dedica-
tion and motivation. In the words of Theodore Roosevelt, of all the
questions which come before this Nation short of the actual preser-
vation of its existence in a great war, there is none which compares
in importance to the great central task of leaving this land even
a better land for our descendants than it is for us. In these chal-
lenging economic times, ensuring access to the outdoors is ever
more essential to maintain our quality of life and supporting our
communities. LWCF is not only a wise economic investment but
one that we must make for ourselves and our children. Thank you.

[The statement of Conrad Anker follows:]
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Testimony of Conrad Anker
On behalf of the LWCF Coalition
In Support of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
House Appropriations Committee
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
The Honorable Michael Simpson, Chairman
The Honorable James Moran, Ranking Member

March 28, 2011

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Moran and Honorable Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony in support of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) in the FY 2012 Interior Appropriations Bill. My name is
Conrad Anker and [ am appearing today on behalf of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCEF) Coalition. The Coalition represents a broad array of groups and
individuals across the country who value land conservation and outdoor recreation with
members from ranging from business leaders to sportsmen to conservation organizations.

I have had the great good fortune to combine my personal passion for the outdoors with
my career as an alpinist and professional athlete. For the past 27 years I have worked
with The North Face, an apparel and equipment company based in San Leandro,
California with annual sales of $1.4 billion and over 425 employees. Today I manage the
athlete program to encourage and support outdoor participation. My work also involves
initiatives to engage youth in the outdoors and corporate sustainability. The North Face
is very aware that the attributes of nature are part of the brand DNA. As such it is
important to our business model that we have places for our customers to use their
products.

I spend a good deal of my time traveling to towns and cities across the country, speaking
on behalf of The North Face to audiences who view outdoor recreation as an essential
part of their daily lives. From the California Desert to the Sawtooth National Recreation
Area to Virginia’s civil war battlefields, the landscapes vary but the themes are
consistent: access to the outdoors defines our communities and the fabric of our lives.

It is instructive to note that in the last 11 years The North Face has led in sales and
growth among its sister companies of Vanity Fair (VFC), its parent corporation. Even in
these tough economic times when families need to cut back on spending, people are
willing to invest in outdoor recreation. They understand that it is a wise investment that
reaps benefits to their health and well being. In turn, this spending supports jobs and
helps sustain economic vibrancy in our communities. And, the popularity and demand
for opportunities to visit land in its natural state will only increase as population grows
and these natural places increase in esthetic and economic value.
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The outdoor industry is one of America’s fastest growing sectors and yet its contributions
to the health of the American economy are not widely recognized. Our industry is highly
recession resistant; contributes over $730 billion to the American economy each year;
and generates $88 billion in annual state and federal tax revenue. 6.5 million American
jobs are supported by the active outdoor recreation economy. The outdoor sector is a
truly major part of the U.S. economy; one that America still dominates globally; and one
that represents opportunities for sustained economic growth in communities, rural and
urban, across America.

The direct and indirect impacts of the outdoor industry can be broken down as follows:
Americans spend $46 billion each year on active, outdoor equipment, apparel, footwear,
accessories, and services. Additionally, they spend approximately $243 billion on
outdoor excursions within our sector every year. This adds up to $289 billion in direct
expenditures. The indirect expenditures, totaling $441 billion, are the result of a ripple
effect—the sum total of economic interactions that impact and benefit each other. This
ripple effect encompasses manufacturing, transportation and warehousing, real estate and
rentals, accommodations and food services, financing and insurance, professional
services (such as technical and scientific).

The outdoor industry’s significant contributions to our national economy rely heavily
upon America’s iconic and unique parks and forests, our mountains and rivers and wide
open spaces —natural resources that are recognized and respected around the world. Our
nation’s unparalleled outdoor resources are of course about much more than dollars and
cents. They are the places that provide us with recreation and refuge, that connect us to
our past, that let us experience the natural world and its abundant wildlife, and that in
many other ways define us as a people. Still, as I and others speak with you today about
the need to protect these remarkable assets for our children and theirs, please keep in
mind that these lands also are a very real and integral part of the environmental
infrastructure that sustains millions of jobs and some $730 billion in economic activity
each year.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is the premier federal program to ensure that all
Americans have access to the outdoors. Whether it is a local community park or
playground, or the vast expanses of our federal public lands, Congress created the LWCF
in 1964 to guarantee America’s natural, historical and outdoor recreation heritage. In
1968, Congress had the wisdom to authorize an income stream for LWCF from offshore
oil and gas leasing revenues — not taxpayers’ dollars. With an average of over $6 billion
coming in from offshore leasing royalties annually (and significantly more expected in
future years), $900 million for the LWCF account is a wise and balanced conservation
offset to offshore energy development. Yet, this account has been shortchanged by over
$17 billion over the life of the program.

As a professional adventurer, I believe outdoor experiences inspire and nourish the
human spirit. In children, these formative experiences foster creativity and confidence
and nurture the entrepreneurial spirit that will build America’s success of tomorrow.
And, a lifetime of fitness, instilled by early access to outdoor recreation, has incalculable

Conrad Anker 2
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quality of life and public health benefits both to individuals and to our society as a whole.
Children who play outside are healthier, socialize easier and foster a sense of curiosity,
the cornerstone of innovation. Education and innovation are vitally important to the
economic well being of our nation.

America’s unique public land heritage sets an example the world over. It epitomizes the
spirit of self-reliance, independence and opportunity that we inherited and should
bequeath to our children. In the words of President Theodore Roosevelt: “Of all the
questions which can come before this nation, short of the actual preservation of its
existence in a great war, there is none which compares in importance with the great
central task of leaving this land even a better land for our descendants than it is for us."

In my home state of Montana, LWCF funding is helping our communities to protect our
ranching way of life along the Rocky Mountain Front, conserving blue ribbon trout
streams in the Madison Valley of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, and maintaining
working forests and intact watersheds along the Kootenai River. These projects
complement state, local and private land protection dollars, enhance public access for
hunting, fishing and other recreation, preserve community watersheds and clean water
supplies, and reduce wildfire threats by avoiding development in fire prone areas
surrounding our towns and cities.

Purchase of key inholdings across our public lands is a wise investment of taxpayer
dollars that often solve management problems and reduce costs to the taxpayer. In
Montana’s Swan Valley, LWCF funding is helping to consolidate the checkerboard
ownership pattern, a remnant of the 19™ century railroad land grants. This eliminates
alternate sections of private property with the national forests, thereby reducing the threat
of inappropriate development and the associated management challenges and costs.

In the Kootenai River watershed of northwestern Montana, funding in Fiscal Year 2012
through the Forest Legacy Program, (included under the umbrella of LWCF-funded
conservation programs), will allow 28,000 acres of critical resource and recreation lands
to be conserved by a working forest conservation easement. These lands and their
wildlife and fisheries resources will be forever conserved for public use and enjoyment
while continuing to be managed as a sustainable, working forest by a private timber
company. This is a win-win that maintains vital timber industry jobs and production
while supporting the state’s recreation economy.

The benefits of these efforts to the Montana recreation and tourism economy run deep:
active outdoor recreation activities generate $2.5 billion in revenues annually to
Montana’s economy and support 34,000 jobs. Hunting, fishing and wildlife observation
alone engage over 950,000 people in Montana each year that spend over $1.1 billion in
our local communities. The outdoor industry sector experiences gains from retail sales of
gear and equipment while a myriad of other local businesses, restaurants and hotels see
expanded sales and activity. These economic benefits of land conservation are not
unique to Montana. They extend across the country to states, counties and towns where

Conrad Anker 3
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LWCF funding is augmenting conservation and supporting local businesses and
communities. .

Enhancing access to the outdoors for active recreation — provided by the investments of
the LWCEF — directly supports local jobs across our communities and the recreation
economy. If we are serious about creating jobs and getting the economy back on track,
conservation spending on LWCF is not only a wise, but an essential investment. Tt reaps
immediate and tangible benefits in our communities across the tourism, service and
outdoor recreation sectors. Further, Forest Legacy investments not only promote
sustainable forestry but also related job creation in restoration, infrastructure
maintenance, and associated industries.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, for these diverse reasons I join with the
Land & Water Conservation Fund Coalition and many others across the nation in urging
you to provide robust funding for LWCF in Fiscal Year 2012. We all understand the
severe financial constraints under which you and this Congress are operating; at the same
time, we recognize that America simply cannot afford to lose the natural, recreational,
and other public opportunities that LWCF provides, or the activity it injects into the
American economy. On a bipartisan basis, many members of this Subcommittee and
throughout Congress recognize the critical importance of LWCF and of the current time-
sensitive investments that are needed to maintain and expand public access to and
enjoyment of the outdoors. Those clear needs also are expressed in the Administration’s
budget request for Fiscal Year 2012, which recommends full funding for the Land and
Water Conservation Fund at the Congressionally authorized level of $900 million. This
funding level would fuel wise and necessary investments in high-priority, now-or-never,
willing-seller projects within our national parks, wildlife refuges, forests, wild and scenic
rivers, national trails, and other lands; in state-side LWCF grants to all fifty states and
territories, enhancing our state and local parks and trails; and in non-federal protection of
working forests, key wildlife habitat, and other irreplaceable outdoor resources

In this time of fiscal challenges, LWCF is an investment that simply cannot be deferred.
Not only does it protect our most cherished, singularly American places, but at the same
time it produces enormous, direct, tangible economic returns to communities across the
country. As we all commit ourselves to America’s economic recovery, as LWCF’s
offshore oil and gas revenues continue to flow into the treasury, and as land-use pressures
increasingly jeopardize the economic, recreational, and other public values of our
nation’s outdoor resources, now is the time for LWCF. [ therefore respectfully ask that
you do all you can to fully fund this vital program. Thank you.

Conrad Anker 4
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Mr. SiMPsON. Thank you. Thanks for your testimony. I appre-
ciate it very much. Obviously if I did not think that outdoor recre-
ation and the Land and Water Conservation Fund were very im-
portant, I would not live in Idaho. It does have some challenges.
Some people are concerned that it is buying more land in states
that are already heavily owned by the Federal Government, and
that is something we have to get around. But I appreciate your tes-
timony.

Mr. MoRAN. I do as well, and am dropping a bill today that
would charge a fee for plastic bags because they have such an ad-
verse impact upon the environment, and the revenue would go to
Land and Water Conservation Fund. I know there are other ways
of finding revenue for it, but just as we do with water infrastruc-
ture, I do think we are going to have to find other sources of rev-
enue that are directly related because Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund is terribly important. We have $900 million in the fiscal
year 2012 budget but in order to get that the administration had
to squeeze money from other programs that are very important as
well. But thanks for your testimony.

Mr. SiMPSON. And I can tell you that having talked to Secretary
Salazar, this is one of his top priorities, so we will work with him.

Mr. ANKER. Great. Addressing inholdings is a great way of mak-
ing it more efficient. A copy of my book.

Mr. SiMpsON. Okay. I appreciate it. Thank you.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you.

Mr. SiMpPsON. Next we have Jim Blomquist, Chairman of the
Board of the Wilderness Land Trust.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, PUBLIC LANDS

WITNESS

JIM BLOMQUIST, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, WILDERNESS
LAND TRUST

Mr. BLoMQUIST. Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Mr. Moran,
my name is Jim Blomquist. I am a volunteer chair of the Wilder-
ness Land Trust. Our president, it is his wife’s 60th birthday and
they had a longstanding commitment to go to Costa Rica, so it is
hard to stand in the way of such a celebration, so I agreed to come
here to Washington.

We are just a small nonprofit. We have two staff and two con-
sultants. Our board is bigger than our organization. And what we
do is focus on buying from willing sellers inholdings in designated
federal wilderness areas or ones that are congressionally proposed
that are close to fruition. You know, we do not want to get our-
selves into buying land in places that are years and years away
from designation. And I am really here to thank you for in the last
few years putting in a line item a fund to support inholdings acqui-
sition. That item, having money in the budget available to agencies
for them to decide which projects to go forward, but that is vital
to our work. What we have learned in years of working with local
landowners who would like to sell their properties that are located
within wilderness areas, what we have learned is that acquisition
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opportunities really come sort of in a generational basis, you know,
this was grandfather’s land, you know, there is a lot of emotional
attachment, this is the land that was, you know, in Idaho, these
are lands that are originally homesteaded, and parting with those
lands is not an easy decision often and it is not something that you
can sit back and say oh, this will come along in a couple years
when we have the money or we have, you know, people paying at-
tention to it. And so a group like ours, you know, we try to remain
close to all the people who own such lands and make it clear to
them that we are available to help if they are interested in selling
it and moving it into ownership by the United States, and it has
really been a great benefit.

A few years ago, there was no such fund. There was no such
money available. It was all done through specific appropriations,
and it was much more difficult to do, and we really appreciate that.
What we have been asking for is a fund about $3 million to $5 mil-
lion for each of the federal land management agencies, one that
would include all sorts of inholdings acquisitions. We just do wil-
derness. But there are probably other reasons and other properties.
That is what we really focus on.

But we appreciate your support. We hope that you will continue
in this effort in the future. It has really made a big difference in
wilderness. You know, we see this effort as really keeping the
promise that wilderness is. Inholdings sometimes cost agencies ad-
ditional money because they have to deal with the fact that there
are other landowners in the area. Landowners often become really
frustrated because they have some view of what they would like to
do that is really inconsistent with what the agency wants to do and
it, you know, has the potential to degrade the wilderness experi-
ence, and the reason we have set aside these wilderness areas is
because they provide solace and opportunity to get out by yourself.

I know you are a wilderness user, you know, that you do not
really get in Washington, D.C. And so when we can free a wilder-
ness area from a potential threat of a development or land that
could be developed, it really delivers that promise that wilderness
has. You know, we have protected areas that are very remote that
require a drive on a road miles and miles through the wilderness.
There was one in California where it is a several-mile ride up to
a hunting cabin. We just acquired that. We hope to be able to turn
that over to the United States soon. And then we have had some
that are, you know, at the beginning of the wilderness area, right
at the edge of it, which would provide public access to the area and
provide the best access. And so it is a range of areas, range of rea-
sons why people sell. You know, we try not to get into the middle
of the wilderness fight. That is for other people. But we try to
make sure that the wilderness areas that we have are managed the
best they can.

So thank you very much. I really, really appreciate it.

[The statement of Jim Blomquist follows:]
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Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran and Members of the Subcommittee,
my name is Jim Blomquist and | am the volunteer Chair of the Wilderness Land
Trust's Board of Directors. We are a small not-for-profit organization focused on
protecting designated wilderness by working cooperatively with landowners who
own private property within designated and proposed wilderness areas. We
acquire such properties from willing sellers with the intent to transfer ownership to
the United States.

Vital to the success of securing and preserving wilderness designated by Congress
while treating private landowners within these areas fairly is the continued inclusion
of modest funding for the Inholding Accounts of the four land management
agencies within the Land and Water Conservation Fund. An appropriation of
between $3 and 5 million to each of the land management agencies, The Forest
Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the
National Parks Service, will accomplish that.

Such funding will keep the promise of wilderness made to the American people
and keep the promise made to private landowners within congressionally
designated wilderness in the 1964 Wilderness Act, which authorizes the acquisition
of privately owned lands within wilderness from willing sellers. Support for these
accounts saves money, increasing agency efficiency and helps private landowners
within federally designated wilderness and other conservation areas. It does not
expand significantly federal ownerships or start new projects.

Within the boundaries of our federally designated Wilderness Areas are more than
400,000 acres of privately owned land. While the Wilderness Act defines
Wilderness Areas as places where “the earth and its community of life are
untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain,” private
landowners rightly retain their rights to build roads, homes and other buildings,

The Wilderness Land Trust
P.O. Box 1420, Carbondale, Colorado 81623 ~ 970.963.1725, fax 970.963.6067
Arizona ~ Washington ~ 480.444 8707 California ~ 415.606.5895
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extend utilities, and extract minerals and timber. There are numerous cases,
however, where such inholdings have been developed in ways that seriously
degrade wilderness values on the adjacent public lands.

Such Inholdings within federal lands can create management inefficiencies that
frequently exceed the cost of acquisition. A small annual appropriation, currently
between $2 and $5 million per land management agency, solves these problems.
They complete the commitment to acquire private lands from willing sellers
surrounded or adjacent to federal lands designated for conservation. Such
opportunities often occur only once a generation.

We are not asking Congress to undertake a new acquisition program, or
significantly expand federal ownership. We ask that Congress continue and
complete the wilderness preservation it has undertaken, and to provide to private
landowners who wish to sell the opportunity to transfer their land within designated
wilderness to public ownership.

As an example, in 1990 Congress designated the Hells Canyon Wilderness in
Arizona, north of Phoenix. Within the designated wilderness were 640-acres of
private land that included the Hells Canyon for which the area was named. The
land was patented as a cattle ranch in 1922. it was owned by the same family for
most of those years, having bought it from the original owner in the 1920’s. After
years of arguments and law suits with the Bureau of Land Management, the family
sold it in frustration to a major real estate developer in 2007. Subsequently we
were able to purchase the property and, in tun, sell it to the United States.
Completed in 2009, this acquisition not only preserved the heart of the designated
wilderness, it created the ability to construct a trail through the wilderness that was
built by a youth conservation corps in 2010. The purchase also settled a 32 year
conflict, law suit and management issue between the owners and the Bureau of
Land Management. It would have been more efficient to have acquired the land
when offered for sale many years before, than to expend funds litigating the
access available to the property through the surrounded designated wilderness.

Another example of how critical inholding funds can be used involves the West
Maroon Pass Trail that bisects the Maroon Bells/Snowmass Wilderness, which is
reported to be the most heavily traveled ftrail in the National Wilderness
Preservation System, enjoyed by visitors from throughout the country. The trail
begins at the base of the Maroon Bells and covers about 12 miles until it reaches
the west trailhead on a county road, north of Crested Butte, Colorado. In 2000 the
land on which the west trail head was located was listed for sale. Much to
everyone’s surprise, including the Forest Service, the trailhead was on a 60-acre
privately owned patented mining claim known as the Outwest Placer. The
Wilderness Land Trust was able to acquire the property and subsequently transfer
it to the Forest Service because Congress has historically appropriated funds into
the inholding accounts of the Forest Service, as well as the Bureau of Land
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Management, the National Parks Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service. The
presence of these modest appropriations allowed the national treasure of the West
Maroon Trail and the Maroon Bells/Snowmass Wilderness to be preserved for all
to enjoy — without a public battle over access, or the expensive reconstruction and
rerouting of the traithead.

Such private lands exist within our wilderness areas as a result of 19 century
congressional action to expand private ownership of public lands. Congress
passed multiple Acts allowing for homesteads, mineral patents and timber patents.
These 19" century land use patterns remain within now preserved lands and are
inconsistent with the intent of Congress to preserve some of these lands as
wilderness. Congress knew these lands were within designated wilderness when it
acted to create the landmark National Wilderness Preservation System in 1964
and provided for their purchase from willing sellers in the 1964 Wilderness Act, and
all subsequent wilderness designations.

It has been our experience that only about 5% of these lands are offered for sale
every year. If the land management agencies are not able to acquire the
properties when they are for sale, the lands are sold to another owner. It is no
coincidence that only about 5% of these properties become available every year.
It is because many of the offers for sale generally occur once a generation, about
every 20 years. [f the Agencies are not able to acquire the lands when offered,
they are sold to yet another private owner who can develop that land governed
only by local reguiation, in whatever manner that owner believes is in his or her
best interest. Some landowners are quiet users of the land, but many try to take
advantage of the surrounding wilderness in ways that are inconsistent with
wilderness land use that Congress intended when the area was designated.

For example, deep within the Kalmiopsis Wilderness of Oregon is a privately
owned property known as Emily Camp. The mineral patents which make up Emily
Camp are titled Little Chetco 1, Little Chetco 2 and Littie Chetco 3. Together they
total 60 acres. Although patented as a mining property, once patented, the land
becomes private land like any other private land.

The current owner is trying fo sell timeshares for $65,000 each to recreational
miners, bringing people onto the land with helicopters and attempting to dredge the
nearby Little Chetco River, a designated Wild and Scenic River that is protected
salmon spawning habitat, for gold. There are multiple threats of law suits
concerning the use of the property and the legality of the tourist cabins and other
facilities built by the owner on the Chetco Claims that comprise Emily Camp.
There are allegations that vehicles are going off this property into the surrounding
wilderness. When this owner wishes to sell, it will be critical to the congressionally
designated Wilderness that surrounds the property, and to the designated Wild and
Scenic River that abuts it that the United States be able to buy this land and
protect the surrounding wilderness and river,
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Appropriating funds for the inholding accounts within the Land and Water
Conservation Fund preserves already designated wilderness and secures it for
future generations. It also honors the commitment to those private landowners
within designated wilderness that their land would be purchased at a fair market
value when it came time for them to sell it. This was the understanding of private
landowners when the public land that surrounds them was designated. That is
what Bob Beck believed. Bob owned 160-acres of undeveloped land known as the
Horse Pasture property, which was surrounded by the Ventana Wilderness in
California. Bob loved the land and approved of the popular Forest Service trail that
crossed it. The property had a legal road access and was coveted as a private
refreat, or home site enhanced by the surrounding wilderness. Bob was a genial
man, popular in the town of San Anselmo, where he lived and operated a small
business. He knew that he had to sell the property to take care of his wife and
son. Bob worked with The Wilderness Land Trust and we acquired the land in
2007. Bob did not live long enough to see the property transferred to the
ownership of the Forest Service and included in the Ventana Wilderness he loved,
but he did pass away knowing that the Trust would see to it that the property would
be included into the surrounding wilderness and that he was able to provide for his
family by selling his only real asset to the Forest Service for a fair price, rather than
to someone who wanted to develop it.

The fitting conclusion of this story, and the rightful conclusion of many such stories
throughout the United States — a landowner taken care of as promised by
Congress and designated wilderness preserved — Such acquisitions can most
easily and efficiently occur when the inholding accounts within the Land and Water
Conservation Fund for the four land management agencies, the Forest Service,
The Bureau of Land Management, the National Parks Service and the Fish and
Wildlife Service, receive a modest annual appropriation. It is the efficient and cost
saving thing to do. It is the right thing to do.

Recently the Trust was able to acquire three ranch properties in ldaho at the
mouths of canyons designated in the 2009 creation of six wilderness areas known
collectively as the Owyhees. These acquisitions provided needed access to the
wilderness, solved longstanding ownership issues for the ranchers and helped
implement the cooperative effort of ranchers and conservationists to implement the
Owyhee Initiative. It could not have been done without a reliable and annual
modest level of support from Congress for the Inholding Accounts within the Land
and Water Conservation Fund.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. We greatly appreciate your time and
consideration and the support of the Subcommittee in securing these
appropriations in recent years. | am happy to answer any questions at this time.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. I appreciate the work you do. There
are some inholdings in a variety of areas that need to be taken care
of, and the Owyhees that you mentioned is

Mr. BLoMQUIST. We own several parcels right now.

Mr. SiMPSON. And that was an important part of the deal when
they made the Owyhee Canyon lands the wilderness area that it
is, but there are other areas also that are not wilderness areas. If
you go down the South Fork of the Snake River in Idaho, you can
imagine what it would like look had we not been able to do some
land purchases along there and some conservation easements and
other types of things. There would be cabins all down that. And I
understand why because I would like to have one there. But you
would not want to destroy what you see when you go down that,
so I appreciate you. Thank you.

Mr. MorAN. Thank you.

Mr. SiIMPSON. Next is Alan Rowsome, Director of Conservation
Fund for The Wilderness Society.

FriDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
WITNESS

ALAN ROWSOME, DIRECTOR OF CONSERVATION FUNDING, THE WIL-
DERNESS SOCIETY

Mr. ROwWsOME. My name is Alan Rowsome. I am Director of Con-
servation Funding for The Wilderness Society, and on behalf of our
535,000 members and supporters, I would like to thank the chair-
man, Ranking Member Moran and the rest of the subcommittee for
their efforts on the Interior/Environment budget for fiscal year
2012. T would also like to thank all your hardworking and dedi-
cated staff for their efforts over the past several months, and we
know this has been a trying time. Our fiscal situation makes yours
a difficult job with very difficult choices, and we thank you for all
that you do.

Because these are tough times, it is critically important to make
the right investments in conservation programs that support our
national recreation economy and local communities all across the
country while at the same time protecting our land, water and
wildlife for future generations.

One of the programs that best exemplifies these investments is
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. It is The Wilderness Soci-
ety’s highest priority within the Interior budget. LWCF is paid for
from offshore oil revenues but has been consistently underfunded
over its 46-year history, this despite the fact that LWCF has been
hugely successful in every state and every Congressional district
while garnering significant bipartisan support nationwide. LWCF
is a critical tool the agencies can use to maximize efficiencies and
to save critical management dollars. Here are two quick examples.

The acquisition of the Rocky Fork tract in Tennessee’s Cherokee
National Forest has reduced firefighting costs, noxious weed treat-
ments, watershed restoration, boundary management, reduced risk
of trespass and encroachment, and lowered costs from road and
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trailhead closure construction and maintenance. All told, these cost
savings would likely amount to over 500,000 management dollars.

The block of wetlands ACEC in Colorado is an example of cross-
agency collaboration between BLM, the Park Service and the Fish
and Wildlife Service to protect critical habitat for a number of
threatened species. Acquiring this tract would help ensure that
these species are kept off the endangered list, saving significant
agency management dollars as well as keeping this area open to
recreation and other local economic uses.

These projects are examples of LWCF success that need contin-
ued investment to alleviate threats, cut costs and protect important
lands and waters. We support the President’s request to fully fund
LWCF in 2012 and look forward to working with the committee to
keep LWCF strong.

And if I can make my first of probably several gratuitous pitches
here, my first opportunity to witness LWCF at work was in fact on
a float down the Upper Snake South Fork with members of your
staff, members from Senator Crapo’s and Senator Risch’s staff, and
what a great example of how this program can work and be suc-
cessful, and there are examples of that all across the country.

The Wilderness Society also urges full funding for the Collabo-
rative Forest Landscape Restoration Plan to support projects like
the Selway Middle Fork in Idaho, which was one of the 10 projects
selected last year. It is a 1.4-million-acre project that was collabo-
ratively developed with the involvement of diverse interest groups.
Restoration activities include commercial logging and community
fire protection, road upgrades and decommissioning, and culvert re-
placement and noxious weed treatments. This project will bring
400 much-needed jobs to Idaho and provide timber to local mills.

We also support the Administration’s fiscal year 2012 increase of
$50 million for the National Landscape Conservation System to
provide for greater visitor safety and to allow for resource manage-
ment work to be completed in a more timely manner at places like
Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation
Area in Idaho and Canyons of the Ancients National Monument in
Colorado, which hosts the highest concentration of archaeological
sites in the country.

We were disappointed that the fiscal year 2011 spending bill cut
funding in behalf for the Forest Service’s Legacy Road and Trails
Remediation program. Cuts like this in the future will imperil
projects like in Idaho, where tribes, advisory committees and land
managers are working together to restore habitat for economically
important cutthroat and steelhead trout populations. Work was
performed by private contractors, creating family wage jobs and de-
commissioning high-risk roads helped limit both environmental
damage and long-term maintenance.

Also disappointing in the fiscal year 2011 budget was the inclu-
sion of a funding limitation on the BLM’s new wildland policy. We
are very appreciative of the chairman’s support of wilderness in
Idaho and we hope to work with you to ensure this provision is not
included in the fiscal year 2012 budget.

Finally, TWS is a strong proponent of transitioning our country
to a sustainable energy economy by developing our energy re-
sources quickly and responsibly. We believe renewable energy is an
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appropriate use of the public lands when sited in areas screened
for habitat, resource or cultural conflicts. This past year, the De-
partment approved nine solar energy projects which combined will
provide over 7,300 jobs. Cuts to the Department’s renewable energy
program would put projects and jobs at risk.

We know the committee has tough decisions ahead and we ap-
preciate all of your work on behalf of the lands, waters and wildlife
that all Americans enjoy and are part of our shared heritage, so
thank you for the opportunity to testify and I would be happy to
take any questions you have.

[The statement of Alan Rowsome follows:]
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The Wilderness Society (TWS) represents more than 535,000 members and supporters who share
our mission to protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild places. We thank the
subcommittee for the opportunity to submit comments on the Fiscal Year 2012 Department of the
Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill.

We understand that tough budgetary decisions will need to be made in upcoming years, however,
when deciding on funding that affects hundreds of millions of Americans, we must take into
account the full economic, social, environmental and cultural value of the many programs managed
by this subcommittee. Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies support millions of jobs,
improve our infrastructure, encourage economic investment in local communities, keep our air
breathable, our water clean and our wildlife and outdoor spaces protected, and in many ways make
our country unique and prosperous.

Visitation to our public lands represents a hugely critical part of part of regional economies across
the nation. Spending by forest, refuge, park, and BLM land visitors alone is over $40 billion
annually and sustains nearly 1 million full and part time jobs. In addition, conservation programs
are pivotal to the success of the outdoor recreation industry, which contributes $730 billion annually
to the economy while supporting nearly 6.5 million jobs across the country.

To invest in these critical programs that provide jobs, and protect the health and economic well
being of local communities, we urge bold, immediate action in support of conservation funding for
Fiscal Year 2012. Specifically, TWS recommends:

Land and Water Conservation Fund

LWCEF helps generate $88 billion in annual state and national tax revenue along with generating
$289 billion annually in retail sales and services across the U.S. In addition, The Trust for Public
Land has found that every $1 spent on LWCF returns $4 in economic value such as protecting water
quality and supply.

The program is a critical tool to help land management agencies manage the public lands more
efficiently. When strategic inholdings through LWCF are purchased, internal boundary line
surveying can be reduced, as well as right-of-way conflicts and special use permits. These
management efficiencies reduce agency expenditures. Private development can also substantially
increase the potential for invasive species introduction and wildfires, which can lead to significant
agency costs. Acquisition allows access by land managers, which fosters reduction or elimination
of resource threats and management complications. Landowner/visitor conflicts and trespass issues
can also be eliminated or reduced with strategic acquisition, enhancing visitation and its economic
impacts and—importantly—allowing managers to focus their attention on other pressing needs.
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BLM Onshore Oil and Gas Policy
The Administration has proposed the following laudable reforms of the BLM’s oil and gas program,
which TWS strongly supports:

o A fee on onshore federal operators designed to bring in $10 million per year forthe | & E
program

* Continuation of the $6,500 APD fee first approved by Congress for FY 10

o A $4.00 per acre fee on non-producing onshore leases

® Repeal of Sec. 365 of EPACT which diverted lease rental revenues to fund the “Permit
Streamlining Pilot Offices”, and prohibits the BLM from charging APD fees (the latter
provision in effect overridden by Congress in the FY 10 appropriations bill)

e Initiation of a new rule to raise royalty rates for federal onshore oil and gas leases, with a
goal of raising oil and gas revenues by $1 billion over ten years (royalty rates under
consideration are not discussed in the budget proposal, however)

The BLM is implementing important management reforms of its oil and gas program that should
lead to a better balance between oil and gas development on western public lands, and the
protection of the many natural resource values that were put at risk by previous policies.

BLM Rapid Ecological Assessments

TWS supports completion of the BLM’s initiative to develop Rapid Ecological Assessments. Once
completed, these assessments will be of vital importance in assuring the BLM makes appropriate
management decisions in conformance with its multiple-use mandate.

BLM'’s National Landscape Conservation System

The Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) National Landscape Conservation System
{Conservation Lands) comprises some 27 million acres of congressionally and presidentially
designated lands and waters, such as National Monuments, National Conservation Areas, and
Wilderness. Stewardship of the Conservation Lands’ many units provides jobs for thousands of
Americans while supporting vibrant and sustainable economies in surrounding communities. The
Conservation Lands provide immeasurable public values in return for modest investments:
outstanding recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, clean water, wilderness, and open space near
fast-growing cities. Recent changes have improved clarity in the System’s budget, but the System
still suffers from a lack of prominence in the Bureau’s budget structure and there is a real need for
sub-accounts that reflect the diversity of the System’s many units.

o TWS’ FY 12 recommendation is full budget clarity for the Conservation Lands - two new
subactivities for National Scenic and Historic Trails and for Wild and Scenic Rivers.
Although we have identified an overall need of $100 million for the Conservation Lands’
budget, we support the Administration’s more modest proposal for FY12, a 315 million
increase over the FY 10 enacted level.

®  Restore the Challenge Cost Share Program at full funding of $19 million. This is a cross-
cutting program within DOL, which provides a 1:1 match for volunteer activities.

Renewable Energy

TWS is a strong proponent of transitioning our country to a sustainable energy economy by
developing our renewable energy resources quickly and responsibly. We believe renewable energy
is an appropriate use of the public lands when sited in areas screened for habitat, resource, or
cultural conflicts. As such, we are supportive of the request for a $14.2 million increase for
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renewable energy programs across Interior, bringing the FY 11 request to $73.3 million. TWS is
pleased that DOT’s request is consistent with the principle of both protecting lands and installing
energy facilities, as seen in the proposed $3 million increase over the $16.1 million enacted in FY
10, for project-level environmental review. With these expanded resources, TWS hopes the
Department will see fit to clearly document policies for thorough and expedient environmental
review, suitability screening, energy zone identification, and fair return for taxpayers.

National Wildlife Refuge System Funding

An analysis compiled by the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement shows that the Refuge
System needs at least $900 million in annual operations and maintenance funding to properly
administer its 150 million acres, educational nature programs, habitat restoration projects, and much
more. We appreciate the Subcommittee’s vision and leadership while providing funding increases in
FY 08-FY 10. We urge the Congress to build upon these important steps toward restoring the
Refuge System by considering our request in the FY 12 budget. To reach this goal, TWS
recommends providing $511 million in FY 12 for the Operations and Maintenance of America's
National Wildlife Refuge System.

National Forest Funding

This year, the administration will finalize a new forest planning rule and begin the process of
revising forests plans across the nation. A massive backlog of forest plan revisions that has built up
over the last decade will put incredible demands on related budgets. Accordingly, Inventory &
Monitoring and Land Management & Planning should be funded at $172.5 million and $50.9
million, respectively, in FY 12. In addition, the nearly completed travel management process has
worked to provide safe and reliable off-road vehicle access, minimize user conflict, and protect
resources. Congress should support implementation of these travel management plans.

TWS appreciates the administration’s efforts to shift forest management priorities from timber
extraction to restoration. However, we have continued concerns about the effects of the Integrated
Resources Restoration (IRR) proposal which would collapse three important programs into one, and
how it would affect agency accountability for forest health and restoration. In addition, a key
element of restoration will be to “right-size™ the forests’ massive and decaying road system, which
is a major threat to the drinking water of over 3,400 communities and has resulted in ecosystem
degradation and a more than $4 billion road maintenance backlog. The Forest Service officially
began this process in November 2010, but it is up to Congress to provide the necessary resources,
particularly through the Legacy & Trails program. To achieve forest restoration goals in FY 12,
TWS recommends:
o The Forest Service receive congressional direction to develop a restoration plan that is
rooted in the latest science and includes input from the public;
e The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program is fully funded;
o Congress continues its commitment to reduce fire risk to communities by funding the two
State Fire Assistance programs at $150 million, collectively; and
e Congress funds the Legacy Roads and Trails program ar $90 million.

Forest Legacy Program
The Forest Service's Forest Legacy Program (FLP) provides matching funds to assist states in
conserving private working forests - those that provide an array of environmental services and
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products. These include clean air, clean water, carbon sequestration, a variety of critical fish and
wildlife habitats, recreational opportunities, and timber and other forest products. Since its
inception, the Forest Legacy Program has provided over $500 million in matching funds to 43 states
and territories for the conservation of over 2 million acres of forests valued at over $1 billion. The
program's federal-nonfederal leveraging ratio well exceeds the program's required 75-25 match and
shows the tremendous support for the program in communities in almost every state in the nation.
The FY 11 President's budget proposed 8100 million and the FY 12 budget proposes $135 million.
We urge Congress to support the President's budget level for FLP in FY 12 to ensure the permanent
conservation of important working forests across the nation.

The Community Forest and Open Space Conservation Program

The Community Forest Program will give communities, tribes and non-profits 50-50 matching
grants to acquire forest areas that are economically, culturally, and environmentally important to
that locality and threatened by conversion to non-forest uses. This program provides federal grants
directly to local governments and non-profits exclusively for full fee acquisition, not conservation
easements, and the program’s criteria are built around evaluation of a project’s community impact
even above its natural resource value. The President’s FY 12 Budget includes a 85 million request
for this program which will provide the agency with funds at the scale necessary to implement the
program through project matching grants.

Fire Funding — USDA Forest Service and DOI

The FLAME fund is intended to fund suppressing high-cost fires during the fire season and be
accessible when annual suppression funds are nearly exhausted. The FLAME fund also requires the
administration to report to Congress quarterly on the status of the fund, which would provide
appropriators the opportunity to replenish the fund as needed. The purpose of the fund is to
eliminate the need for the Forest Service to transfer funds from non-fire programs — a practice that
has too often led to disruptions in program implementation. TWS recommends maintaining FY 10
level for both the Forest Service and DOl FLAME funds. Additionally, Congress must continue to
stress to the Forest Service the need to replace the 10-year rolling average estimate with a more
predictive statistical modeling approach for calculating emergency and annual suppression
estimates.

Council on Environmental Quality

CEQ serves as the principal environmental policy advisor to the President. CEQ has broad statutory
responsibilities for advising the President in the development of environmental policies and
legislation; assessing and reporting trends in environmental quality and recommending appropriate
response strategies; and overseeing implementation of NEPA. Additionally, CEQ has a lead role in
facilitating the development and permitting of utility-scale renewable energy projects — projects
which will reduce foreign energy dependence and create jobs. CEQ thus plays a critical role in
developing and implementing the Nation’s environmental policy, but currently it is severely
understaffed. CEQ’s staff ranged from 50-70 in the 1970s and *80s in both Republican and
Democratic Administrations, but it is currently staffed by only 24 FTEs. Additional resources are
critical and TWS recommends a modest increase of $285,000, which would ailow for approximately
2 additional staff and only increase its overall budget to 4.4 million dollars. This small investment
will make a substantial difference.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for your testimony. I appreciate it very
much. Let me just say since you mentioned the Wild Lands policy,
let me give you about a two-second why the funding prohibition
was included in H.R. 1. In talking with the Secretary, I understand
what he is trying to do but I think it will make it more difficult
to actually resolve some of the wilderness debates that are going
on across the country, and I sat with the Secretary and talked to
him about that. I think he was pretty well aware that this was
coming. There are other members, particularly western members,
who have some concerns about it. My concerns are that we need
to get on with resolving some of these debates about the wilderness
study area and what is going to be wilderness and what is not and
all that kind of stuff which, as you know, I have been working on
in Idaho, and I think putting that policy in place makes it harder
to resolve those debates. So I am willing to and want to work with
you to see if we can figure out a way to do this that makes sense.

Mr. ROwWSOME. Yes, I think we would like to do that. I think
there are a number of ways that we could come together and work
on it along with the BLM, so I look forward to working with you.

Mr. SiMPSON. I appreciate it. Thank you.

Mr. MORAN. As you know, we deferred to your judgment yester-
day on the C.R., but I am sure we will continue to revisit the policy
with regard to Wild Lands. It is good testimony. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. We were going to make everything south of the Po-
tomac here Wild Lands but they would not go for that.

Mr. RowsoME. We would support that. That would be great.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Next we have Tom Kiernan, President of the National Parks
Conservation Association. How are you doing? Good to see you.

FRriDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

NATIONAL PARKS AND THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

WITNESS

TOM KIERNAN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL PARKS CONSERVATION ASSO-
CIATION

Mr. KiERNAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Great to be here.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Moran. It
is wonderful to be here. Since 1919, NPCA has been the leading
voice of the American public in protecting our national parks, so on
behalf of our over 600,000 members and supporters, it is great to
be here to testify.

I want to first make a comment about the overarching budgetary
challenges that obviously you are facing, and I want to foremost
thank you. Within the budgetary constraints that you are dealing
with, you have prioritized national parks and the National Park
Service operating budget as best you can, and we want to applaud
that. We understand that you get it about the importance of the
Park Service operating budget, so thank you, and frankly, thank
you for your work going forward. We know you will do the very
best you can in protecting the Park Service operating budget.

I also want to acknowledge within the recent budgetary chal-
lenges the shutdown, how virtually it seemed to us every article
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out there talking about the shutdown referred to the impact on na-
tional parks and that the parks, the Washington Monument, Grand
Canyon, et cetera, would be closed. The parks are so very special,
and where did President Obama go Saturday morning to say the
government was at work? He was at a national park at the Lincoln
Memorial, so they are very special. As Ken Burns said in his seven-
part documentary, they are uniquely American, uniquely demo-
cratic. They are the soul of America.

So within that context, we want to talk about the operating
budget a bit more and then put in a plug for LWCF and the RTCA.
The operating budget is NPCA’s highest priority. You will recall
well it was four, five or six years ago where the parks faced over
an $800 million annual funding shortfall. We had a period at which
National Park Service rangers were endangered species in our na-
tional parks. We had dirty and broken restrooms. We had visitors
centers that were closed. We had dangerous roads. We had deterio-
rating historic artifacts. And with that backdrop, President Bush
proposed the idea of a centennial initiative from 2008 through
2016. He proposed $100 million increase each year to enhance and
better protect our national parks. So in fiscal year 2008, that was
approved by Congress. In fiscal year 2009, another $100 million in-
crease. In 2010, President Obama continued that proposal, and
that as well was approved.

As a result of those increases, we were able to see in a number
of parks a return of park rangers, if you will. Just as one example
in Shenandoah, their permanent staff was historically around 50.
It had dropped to 26. It had been cut in half. But with those in-
creases, it started coming back. What we want to most have hap-
pen is avoid going back to that era when we had rangers as endan-
gereal rangers and shut visitors centers. That is what we want to
avoid.

So going forward, we are looking for $100 million increase. We
understand that that is very, very unlikely, so most importantly,
we want to avoid any further cuts that would get back to a period
at which you see cartoons in newspapers about the only time peo-
ple seeing a park ranger is at the entrance gate taking the fee.
That is what we want to avoid.

In addition to the benefit for the visitors and for the parks with
the operating budget, it also does lead to significant economic activ-
ity in rural America. Every dollar that is invested in the parks
yields at least a $4 increase in economic activity surrounding the
park. There was a recent study done that the Idaho Statesman re-
ported on March 14th that showed at Yellowstone, over 5,000 pri-
vate sector sectors outside of the park, at Craters of the Moon, over
100 jobs outside of the park, Grand Teton, over 6,000 jobs in the
private sector as a result of Park Service funding and activity. So
America’s parks create American jobs.

A third reason on the operating budget, the importance of it, is
just look at the polling of the American public. A couple years ago,
Harris did a poll asking the American public the most admired fed-
eral agencies. The National Park Service, the number one most ad-
mired agency by the American people ahead of the armed forces,
ahead of Social Security. The American people in other polls went
on to say even in the tough fiscal times that we have right now,
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a strong bipartisan majority, 73 percent, believe it is important
that the parks are fully restored in time for their centennial in
2016.

So that is our strong support for the operating budget. I do want
to echo some previous testimonies on the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund. We do support full funding there and would just
emphasize that funding of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
does enable purchases from private inholders inside the parks, will-
ing sellers. By doing that, you reduce the management burden on
the national parks. It improves their ability to control invasives, to
deal with wildfires, to make recreational access, and a good exam-
ple that you know is the Grand Teton land exchange that is before
you. By making that exchange possible, it will reduce the long-term
management burden on the parks, making it more efficient and
more effective.

I do want to put, as I said, that plug in for some of the small
programs, the Rails to Trails Conservation Assistance program,
RTCA, small dollar amount, huge impact, so I would you would go
for an increase there.

In closing, I would just mention parks have been referred to as
the 394 branch campuses of the world’s greatest university. What
we want to do is have a situation where that world’s greatest uni-
versity has the faculty that it needs. We do not want to go back
to a scenario where the world’s greatest university does not have
faculty.

So thank you very much for your great work and how much we
look forward to continue working with you to protect the parks.

[The statement of Tom Kiernan follows:]
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Statement of Thomas C. Kiernan, President, National Parks Conservation Association,
Subcommittee on interior, Environment and Related Agencies, House Committee on
Appropriations
Regarding the Department of the Interior and Environment Appropriations Act, 2012
March 28, 2011

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Moran, and members of the subcommittee, | am Tom Kiernan,
President of the National Parks Conservation Association. | appreciate the opportunity to testify
on behalf of NPCA’s more than 345,000 members to present our views regarding
appropriations for the National Park Service for Fiscal Year 2012.

Mr. Chairman, we truly understand and appreciate the enormity of the challenge you face in
attempting to set reasonable, responsible spending priorities when the imperative of
significantly reducing the overall level of federal expenditures is driving the nation’s political
discourse and agenda. We want to thank you for the care you have taken with the nationai
parks so far, and especially the money they need to operate and meet basic, fixed operating
costs. We know and appreciate that you will do the best you can for the parks under the
circumstances; and you know we probably will say it is not enough. | would like to take this
opportunity to re-articulate the arguments and bolster the record as to why providing sufficient
and even increased levels of funding for the National Park System must continueto be a
national priority.

Ronald Reagan called America’s national parks, “the envy of the world.” Franklin Roosevelt said,
“there is nothing so American as our national parks.” Created by Congress for the benefit and
use of all our citizens, national parks are - like national defense - inherently and fundamentally
a federal responsibility. While park friends groups and private philanthropy contribute a good
deal for the benefit of several specific parks and units in the system, there is simply no viable
alternative to federal appropriations to maintain these places that Congress itself determined
to be the most precious and important to America’s story and way of life, intact and operating.

The annual budget of the National Park Service amounts to less than 1/13"" of 1% of the overall
budget of the United States. Clearly the Park Service must re-examine its priorities and very
carefully manage its financial resources to address new budget realities. We recognize that, as
of the date of this testimony, you have been able to spare the critical operations account for
our national parks. However, National Park Service programs have already been cut by $100
million—reductions to beneficial, worthy and needed endeavors. At this point, there simply is
no fat to cut out before starting to remove muscle and bone.

Park Operations: Adequate funding for park operations remains the top priority for NPCA.
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The federal budget and appropriations process has been a roller-coaster ride for the parks over
the past twelve years. The operations budget for the National Park Service was short-changed
by multiple administrations and congresses until the annual operating shortfall reached more
than $800 million in FY07. The result: a growing crisis with missing rangers, shuttered visitor
centers, dirty or un-operational restrooms, deteriorating landscapes and historic artifacts,
dangerous or crumbling roads and trails, and reduced interpretive and educational programs -
in short, eroding resources and diminishing services for millions of park visitors.

For FY08, with the 100" anniversary of the Park Service and the creation of the modern
National Park System approaching in 2016, the Bush administration heeded our call and
initiated what was envisioned as a sustained, 10-year program of incremental, $100 million
annual operations increases intended to erase the operating shortfall and to put the national
parks in their best possible condition in time for the centennial. This Centennial initiative was
supported by both parties in Congress—nparticularly the members of this subcommittee —and
was continued through the next two budget and appropriations cycles, which included the
transition to a new administration. Some adjustments were made in other sections of the Park
Service budget to accommodate the operations increases, but things were still underway for
putting the parks in healthy shape by 2016. While this infusion enabled parks to re-employ
thousands of people needed for resource protection, maintenance, law enforcement, and
visitor services, it still leaves an annual operations shortfall today of more than $600 million.
That shortfall allows virtually no room for error or unforeseen natural catastrophes or
circumstances such as unexpectedly large increases in the price of fuel and other fixed costs.

NPCA strongly believes the trajectory begun in FYO8 — annual operations increases of $100
million plus fixed costs, carried forward by two presidents and recommended by the National
Parks Second Century Commission — should be continued. While the operations increases
Congress approved for FY08-FY10 have made a difference, the gains that were made can easily
be lost. it is also important to put them in context. As significant as they were, by FY11, overall
NPS funding had reached the same level in real dollars as had been appropriated in FY02.

A National Park System that is well managed, with park personnel who are well-trained, park
resources that are protected, and visitors who are safe and well-served, requires investments
by Congress. It is, of course, not a perfect world. We understand the reality of maintaining that
trajectory in this fiscal climate, but at a bare minimum, we need to keep up with fixed costs so
the hard-won progress of the last few years is not erased, and so we don’t find ourselves, once
again, in the kind of crisis our parks and their visitors saw only a few short years ago.

Multiple studies show that every dollar invested in the national parks, at least four dollars is
generated in economic value to the public. These reliable economic engines contribute $13.3
billion annually in local, private-sector economic activity and support nearly 270,000 private
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sector jobs. For example, on March 14 the idaho Statesman published an article citing a new
study by Headwaters Economics of Bozeman, Montana, that shows the local areas around
Yellowstone have 5,155 jobs tied to the park, with visitors spending $302 million in 2009. City of
Rocks creates 86 jobs, and generated $6.4 million in visitor spending in the local area for 2009.
Craters of the Moon supports 104 jobs and created $5.8 million in visitor spending in Idaho in
2009. in short, spending on the national parks creates American jobs.

There is a lot of talk on Capitol Hill these days about what the American people want and what
the American people expect. Those phrases are thrown around on both sides of the aisle, often
without much empirical evidence. The American people are visiting our national parks more
than ever, with more than 280 million visitors last year. That is more than 4 million above the
average of the previous five years. The American people’s great love affair with their national
parks spans time, region, economic status and political persuasion. it is not diminished by the
condition of the economy. A recent Harris poll found the National Park Service to be the federal
entity most admired by the American people, even edging out the Armed Forces and Social
Security. Another recent poll shows that nine out of ten Americans have visited a national park
and more than six out of ten have done so in the past two years. A bipartisan majority of
Americans (73%) believe it is important that the parks are fully restored and ready to serve the
country for another hundred years in time for the national park centennial in 2016. Despite
concerns about the economy and the federal budget, 88% of Americans say it is extremely or
quite important to protect and support the national parks. Few issues enjoy such widespread
agreement and bipartisan support among the American people.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF): NPCA supports full funding for LWCF, though we
understand how difficult it would be for this subcommittee to achieve this when faced with a
shrinking allocation. We believe in the healthy, rewarding recreational opportunities and the
completion of existing national park units the LWCF was envisioned to provide. Though we
respect that the subcommittee may not view full funding as realistic in this fiscal climate, LWCF
should not be drastically reduced to the point recommended, for example, in HR 1. Arguing that
no funds for land acquisition under LWCF should be provided to the Park Service until the
maintenance backlog is eliminated is comparing apples to oranges.

Removing privately-owned inholdings from within park boundaries and completing parks will
actually make their administration and resource management more efficient and cost effective,
thereby freeing up money for other needs. Removing inholdings often improves things like
invasive species control and water quality, reduces wildfire risks, removes obstacles to
recreation and to wildlife management, and facilitates conservation of historical resources. In
most instances, completion of specific parks by purchasing certain inholdings has been directed
by Congress. Right now, there are many willing sellers and with real estate prices at rock
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bottom, this is an ideal time for the Park Service to acquire critical inholdings before they are
lost forever to incompatible development. The longer we wait and the more pressure for
incompatible development, the more expensive the land becomes. 1t is a far more complicated
proposition than simply opposing or supporting the expansion of federal holdings or the size of
the federal government; LWCF is part of successful management of our national parks.

The deferred maintenance backlog: The backlog is attributable to chronic funding deficiencies
in several categories, including operations, construction and transportation. These deficiencies
have forced park managers to make unfortunate choices between what needs to be done and
what absolutely must be done immediately to keep the parks up and running and visitors
satisfied and safe. It would be one thing if Congress specifically required revenue that would
otherwise legally be directed to the LWCF to be used for a period of time to eliminate the
maintenance backlog, but that is not the tradeoff that is offered. Unfortunately, new funding
reductions and prudent management decisions necessitated by budget uncertainty over the
recent past have resulted in an increase in the maintenance backlog from roughly $9 billion last
year to nearly $11 billion today. Clearly that is a move in the wrong direction, and at current
levels of investment, the backlog will continue to increase in perpetuity. The longer needed
repairs and maintenance to facilities is put off, the more expensive and difficult they become.

With our nation facing deficits, identifying savings is an important priority, but is not the only
priority. Even if Congress were to eliminate every dollar of discretionary spending tomorrow,
the deficit would continue to grow. The National Park System is about more than America’s
past; it's about our future, as the story of this great nation and our experiment in democracy
continues to unfold.

One- thirteenth of one per cent! If even this fundamental federal responsibility cannot be met,
it may mean nothing less than losing some of these national resources — resources important to
understanding where we came from, how we got here and where we are going - forever, The
future of our way of life and the shared values that define it will be diminished.

Is it important for the next generation of Americans to know what happened at Gettysburg?
Should they understand the hardships faced at Valley Forge by the volunteer militia fighting to
give birth to a new nation? Should they have a chance to see - really see, not just in cyberspace
- what a buffalo looks like in the wild, or know the wonder of Old Faithful erupting, or learn to
catch a fish? Should they still remember those who bravely died at Pear! Harbor or on Flight 93?
Is it important that the lofty Lamp of Liberty shines on in New York Harbor, a beacon of
freedom and opportunity, reminding of our values, for generations to come? The responsibility
for that future lies with this subcommittee, and future generations are depending on you and
your colleagues to leave them a future enriched by these American treasures.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Thank you for the work you do. You
know I am a supporter of the parks as I think everybody on this
committee, and we will do what we can. These are challenging
budget times but we will do what we can to make sure that we do
not go back to, as you said, a time when the rangers are endan-
gered species.

Mr. KIERNAN. Exactly. Thank you very much.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Other questions? Thank you.

Mr. KIERNAN. Thank you very much.

Mr. SiMmPSON. Tom Cassidy, Director of Federal Land Programs
for the Nature Conservancy. How are you doing, Tom?

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

WITNESS

TOM CASSIDY, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL LAND PROGRAMS, THE NA-
TURE CONSERVANCY

Mr. CAssiDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee. I appreciate this opportunity to present The Nature
Conservancy’s recommendations for fiscal year 2012 appropria-
tions.

The Nature Conservancy is an international nonprofit conserva-
tion organization working around the world to protect ecologically
important lands and waters for nature and people. I will highlight
today only a few aspects of my written testimony.

Plainly, this an unusual budget year and a very challenging fis-
cal environment. The conservancy recognizes the need for fiscal
austerity. However, we do not believe that conservation programs
should suffer from disproportionate and extreme reductions. Our
budget recommendations this year, and this is different, do not ex-
ceed the budget request except for a few instances in which we rec-
ommend fiscal year 2010 funding levels. We look forward to work-
ing with you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as you
address the ongoing needs for conservation investments that are
necessary to sustain our Nation’s heritage of natural resources and
the economic vitality of communities across the Nation.

We are an enthusiastic supporter of the President’s request to
fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund and the mix of
programs it supports. We are especially interested in the competi-
tive stateside program and would like to acknowledge the version
of this program that was proposed last year by Ranking Member
Moran. We are hopeful that increased funding for LWCF can also
be the catalyst for the kind of cooperative and community-based
conservation programs that are called for in the President’s Amer-
ica Great Outdoors initiative.

Our priorities this year include continuing phased acquisition of
projects at Hell’s Canyon National Recreation Area, the Montana
Legacy project and Arizona’s Shield Ranch. We are also pleased to
support the Administration’s proposal for significant increases, for
significant investments in conservation easements on the working
ranches of the Flint Hills Conservation Area in Kansas and also
the Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Area. Both projects exem-
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plify landscape-scale conservation through the cost-effective means
of conservation easements.

This year’s Forest Legacy priorities include Idaho’s Boundary
Connections project and continuing the phased acquisition of Ken-
tucky’s Big Rivers Corridor and New York’s Follensby Pond.

We also support the President’s request for the Cooperative En-
dangered Species Conservation Fund. The conservancy and its
partners have used this program to secure key habitat for numer-
ous threatened endangered and at-risk species and thus help avoid
conflicts over ESA issues. This program has been used to provide
permanent habitat protection through conservation easements on
higllll-priority private lands such as in northern Idaho’s Kootenai
Valley.

Fish, wildlife and their habitats are and will continue to be pro-
foundly impacted by climate change regardless of our success in re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions. If we are to get ahead of such
change to avoid disastrous losses in critical habitat and the species
that depend on that habitat, we must develop the place-based
science to make informed cost-effective management investments.
We welcome the President’s and this committee’s commitment to
both the USGS Climate Science Centers and the Landscape Con-
servation Cooperatives.

Now, there is one program for which we seek funding that is not
in the President’s budget, and that is the National Wildlife Refuge
Fund, and we agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that the Administra-
tion’s proposal to eliminate the discretionary funding of that pro-
gram should be reversed, and we would recommend funding at the
fiscal year 2010 enacted level.

Now, EPA’s programs make important contributions to the Na-
tion’s conservation agenda. National estuary, wetland and water-
shed programs protect vital resources essential to community
health and economic prosperity. The agency’s targeted geographic
programs support scientific research, planning and cost-effective
actions to improve water quality and restore aquatic ecosystems.
We support the request for the water ecosystem and geographic
programs including the Great Lakes, Chesapeake Bay and also
Puget Sound.

So thank you for the opportunity to present our recommenda-
Eions, and I would be delighted to answer any questions you may

ave.

[The statement of Tom Cassidy follows:]
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Statement of The Nature Conservancy
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity to present
The Nature Conservancy’s recommendations for Fiscal Year 2012 appropriations. My
name is Thomas J. Cassidy, Jr. and I am Director of Federal Land Programs. The Nature
Conservancy is an international, non-profit conservation organization working around the
world to protect ecologically important lands and waters for nature and people. Our
mission is to preserve the plants, animals and natural communities that represent the
diversity of life on Earth by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive.

This is an unusual budget year and a challenging fiscal environment. The Conservancy
recognizes that there is a need for fiscal austerity. However, we do not believe that
conservation programs should suffer from disproportionate and extreme reductions, as
did important wildlife and land conservation programs in the House passed H.R. 1. Our
budget recommendations this year do not exceed the President’s budget request except
for a few instances in which we recommend FY10 funding levels. Moreover, as a
science based and business oriented organization, we believe strongly that the budget
levels we support represent a prudent investment in our country’s future that will reduce
risks and ultimately save money based on the tangible benefits natural resources provide
each year to the American people. We look forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman,
and Members of the Committee, as you address the ongoing needs for conservation
investments to sustain our nation’s heritage of natural resources that are also important to
the economic vitality of communities across this country.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). The Conservancy is an enthusiastic
supporter of the President’s request to fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund
and the mix of programs it funds. We are especially interested in the proposed
competitive state-side program and would like to acknowledge the version of this
proposed last year by Ranking Member Moran. We are hopeful that increased funding for
LWCEF can be the catalyst for the kind of cooperative and community based conservation
called for in the President’s America’s Great Outdoors Initiative.

This year, the Conservancy is specifically supporting 29 biologically rich land acquisition
projects totaling $75.13 million. Priorities include continuing phased acquisitions of
projects at OR’s Hell’s Canyon NRA, Montana Legacy Project, AZ’s Shield Ranch, SC’s
Cape Romain NWR and the Silvio O. Conte NFWR. We are also pleased to support the
Administration’s proposals for investing in conservation easements on the working
ranches of the KS’s Flint Hills Legacy Conservation Area and MT’s Rocky Mountain
Front Conservation Area. Both of these projects exemplify landscape scale conservation
through the cost effective means of conservation easements.
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Forest Legacy. We support $150 million for this program, and are specifically
supporting 9 projects totaling $26.485 million. We hope this year to complete the phased
acquisition of KY’s Big Rivers Corridor, the #1 ranked project, ID’s Boundary
Connections project and the phased acquisitions of NY’s Follensby Pond, TX Longleaf
Ridge and TN’s Northern Cumberlands.

Endangered Species. The Conservancy enthusiastically supports the President’s request
of $100 million for the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund (CESCF).
The Conservancy and its partners have used the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
Recovery Land Acquisition Programs to secure key habitat for numerous threatened,
endangered and at-risk species and, thus, to help avoid conflicts over ESA issues. It has
been an important catalyst for several local government led Habitat Conservation Plans
that facilitate urban development and streamline permitting of essential transportation and
energy infrastructure. In one part of Riverside County CA alone, a single HCP has
facilitated development of transportation infrastructure that alleviates congestion and
creates jobs in this rapidly growing area. The plan facilitates development on over
700,000 acres through acquisition of 153,000 acres in new conservation lands. In recent
years, CESCF funds have also been used to provide permanent habitat protection through
conservation easement on high-priority private lands, such as in Northern Idaho’s
Kootenai Valley, providing a critical link between higher elevation public lands of the
Selkirk Mountains and Montana’s Blackfoot Valley. We also support continued funding
for the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program, recovery funds for the
San Juan River Basin Recovery Implementation Program, and fish hatchery needs
associated with the recovery plans in this region.

Climate Change. Fish, wildlife, and their habitats are and will continue to be profoundly
impacted by climate change, regardless of our successes in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. If we are to get out ahead of such change to avoid disastrous losses in critical
habitat and the species that depend on that habitat, we must develop the place-based
science to make informed, cost-effective management investments. The Conservancy
appreciates the President’s commitment to respond to the global climate challenge, and
this Committee’s sustained leadership in supporting cooperative, science-based programs
to respond to the global climate challenge help ensure resilient land and seascapes. In
particular, we welcome this Committee’s commitment to both the USGS-led Climate
Science Centers and DOI’s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives. The investments to
date have catalyzed a critical program of work that will require continuing support as our
knowledge and understanding of adaptation needs grow.

Wildland Fire Management. We appreciate the Committee’s continued attention to
proactive management to reduce fuels and protect communities from damaging fire. We
support the long-overdue step of creating a separate budget for Hazardous Fuels
Reduction in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUT) and in the Wildland. We also support
continued use of the FLAME Account to ensure there is adequate funding for high-cost
wildfire seasons.

Integrated Resource Restoration. The Conservancy supports the President’s FY12
proposal for the U.S. Forest Service’s Integrated Resource Restoration budget and notes
the significant improvements over the FY11 proposal. We strongly support full funding
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of $40 million for the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program. We also
support creation of the Restoration and Management of Ecosystems line item with $659
million by combining a variety of programs that were formerly separate functions,
including Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management, Forest Products, Hazardous Fuels
Reduction in Wildlands, and post-fire Rehabilitation and Restoration. Separate funding
for these and other activities led to inefficient, uncoordinated activities in wildlife,
fisheries, timber, water source improvement, fuels reduction, and post-fire rehabilitation
that did not necessarily contribute to restoration goals. This new budget will enhance the
Forest Service’s ability to provide and measure important natural services, such as clean
and abundant water, renewable energy from biomass, restored wildlife and fish habitat,
and reduced risk of damaging wildfire in overgrown forests.

Forest Health Management. America’s forests are threatened by a growing number of
non-native pests and diseases. The Conservancy appreciates the Committee’s leadership
in consistently providing funding above the President’s request. The Forest Health
Management program should receive an increase to the FY10 level of $138 million to
effectively address economically and ecologically damaging pests, including the Asian
Longhorned Beetle, Emerald Ash Borer, Hemlock Woolly Adelgid, Sudden Oak Death,
thousand-canker disease (threatening walnut trees), and the goldspotted oak borer.

Forest Service Research Program. We support the President’s request for the Forest
Service Research program to maintain funding of research to improve detection and
control methods for the Emerald Ash Borer, Hemlock Woolly Adelgid, goldspotted oak
borer, and other non-native forest pests and diseases.

State Wildlife Grants. The Conservancy endorses the Teaming with Wildlife Coalition’s
support of the President’s request. Strong federal investments are essential to ensure
strategic actions are undertaken by state and federal agencies and the conservation
community to conserve wildlife populations and their habitats. We also strongly support
the proposed $20 million competitive grant program as a subset of the program.

National Wildlife Refuge Fund. The Conservancy shares the Chairman’s concern that
the Administration’s request eliminates the discretionary funding of this important
program that offsets the loss of tax revenues to counties due to the refuge system. We
recommend funding this program at the FY10 enacted level.

Migratory Bird and Partnership Programs. The Committee has consistently provided
vitally important investments for a number of migratory bird programs. Such investments
are essential to reverse declines in bird populations through direct conservation action,
monitoring and science. We urge the Committee to fund the President’s request for such
established and successful programs as the North American Wetlands Conservation Act
(NAWCA) and the Joint Ventures, and the Migratory Bird Management Program. We
support the President’s request for the FWS Coastal Program and Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program and request $10 million for the National Fish Habitat Initiative.

International Programs. There are large unmet needs for international conservation.
When well-managed, conservation contributes much too human welfare in the
developing countries and globally. Recognizing that the current fiscal situation requires a
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measure of austerity, we support the President’s request for the FWS' Multinational
Species Conservation Funds, the international wildlife trade programs, Wildlife Without
Borders and the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Fund. Each of those programs
face substantial cuts from the FY10 enacted levels. We also support a line item and
funding for the U.S. Forest Service’s International Programs at its FY 10 enacted level of
$9.818 million.

Bureau of Land Management Climate Change, Ecoregional Assessments &
Resource Management. The Conservancy supports the Administration's recommended
funding for BLM’s Climate Change Adaptation Initiative. This will enable completion of
ecoregional assessments, a key information tool for the agency to respond to the growing
challenges of climate change and energy development. We also recommend robust
funding for BLM resource management and transportation planning activities. These
funds are needed to complete ongoing planning efforts and to initiate new planning
efforts in key places, without which the agency cannot make informed mitigation and
siting decisions for traditional and renewable energy proposals and take the management
actions necessary to improve priority wildlife and aquatic habitats, ensure water quality,
control invasive species and manage off-road vehicle use. BLM should also be
encouraged to use existing data sets when available so that funding can be focused on
critical data needs instead of creating duplicitous data sets.

USGS - Water Resources. We support increased funding levels for the National
Streamflow Information Program and the Cooperative Water Program, including work on
water availability studies and work to implement a national water use and assessment
program. As climate change, drought and population growth increase the demands on
water resources, it is critical to invest in the integration of state and federal water resource
data and to better understand water needs of human communities and the environment.

Environmental Protection Agency. EPA’s programs make important contributions to
the nation’s conservation agenda. National estuary, wetland, and watershed programs
protect vital water resources that are essential to community health and economic
prosperity. Targeted geographic programs support scientific research, planning and cost
effective actions to improve water quality and restore aquatic ecosystems. Targeted grant
programs provide funding for states and localities to proactively protect their water
supplies through traditional infrastructure improvements and through innovative green
infrastructure protection strategies that are more cost-effective in the long run. We
support the President’s request for EPA’s Water Ecosystem Programs and Geographic
Programs, including the Great Lakes, Chesapeake Bay, Puget Sound, as well as the
estuary and wetlands programs, and the Sustainable Community/Ecosystem research.

We also support the President’s request for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund and
Categorical Grants for Non-Point Source and Pollution Control, with the added
recommendation that the Agency allocate a significant portion of these funds to State and
local projects that achieve habitat protection and restoration in aquatic ecosystems.

Thank you for the opportunity to present The Nature Conservancy’s recommendations
for the FY 2012 Interior, Environment and Related Agencies appropriations bill.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thanks, Tom. I appreciate you being here today.
We look forward to working with you as we put together the 2012
budget once we know what our numbers are going to be. I suspect
they are not going to be pretty, but we look forward to working
with you to make sure we address the high priorities within these
agencies.

Mr. CAssipy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, and thanks for all you do, Tom, on be-
half of the Nature Conservancy. It is a great organization with
great people.

Mr. CAssiDY. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Next we have John Turner, past President and
CEO and former Director of the Conservation Fund. How are you
doing today?

Mr. TURNER. Good morning.

Mr. SiMPSON. Good morning.

FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

THE CONSERVATION FUND

WITNESS

JOHN TURNER, PAST PRESIDENT AND CEO, FORMER DIRECTOR, THE
CONSERVATION FUND, FWS

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman and Congressman Moran, a long-
time friend, Congresswoman Lummis, I certainly appreciate the op-
portunity to appear before you this morning with other colleagues
from the land conservation community.

I am honored to represent The Conservation Fund, a national ad-
vocacy nonprofit that has rather a unique mission statement, con-
servation and economic development, but with federal, state and
local landowner partners we have protected some 7 million acres
across this great country of ours in the last 35 years.

As a native Westerner, my testimony attempts to draw attention
to what are some very special projects in eastern Idaho, Montana,
Wyoming with some in Texas and the Southwest, and I might
interject, Mr. Chairman, you asked about the concern in the West
about the expansion of federal lands. I think one excellent tool, it
is my hope that this Congress could reauthorize the Federal Land
Transaction Facilitation Act, which allows the federal agencies to
take fragmented pieces of land and sell those, use those receipts to
buy priority conservation lands.

I would mention some other projects but as addicted fly fisher-
man and old river guide, I would like to draw attention this morn-
ing to three ongoing projects that are helping to protect three of the
finest riparian river corridors and wild trout fishery found any-
where on the globe, and you mentioned one, Mr. Chairman, the
Henry and South Fork of the Snake where a decade of work has
protected some 14 miles of that great stretch. Second would be the
North Platte River near Casper, Wyoming, which has more big wild
trout per mile than anyplace in the country. And the third would
be the Upper Snake River and associated lands in Grand Teton Na-
tional Park. These are ongoing efforts where years of work have
been done and we have willing landowners and great opportunity.
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I do want to take this opportunity to personally invite you, Mr.
Chairman, or any members of the committee to come out and visit
that landscape, perhaps get in a drift boat and float these wonder-
ful river stretches.

Mr. SiMPSON. I want to go see that one that has more trout per
mile than any other stream. Are they smart trout?

Mr. TURNER. They are smart trout.

Mr. SimpsoN. Uh-oh.

Mr. TURNER. It is certainly one of the great fisheries is the South
Fork of the Snake that I am pleased to enjoy.

Mr. MoRAN. Until Chairman Simpson gets there, and then they
don’t have the most trout.

Mr. SiMPSON. It is a humbling experience to go out and try to
outsmart a fish and lose.

Mr. TURNER. Well, thank you for sharing that resource with
those of us in Wyoming as we are happy to share the Tetons with
you and your constituents.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to take this morning’s opportunity to
comment on what I think you appropriately drew attention to, the
severe fiscal crisis facing this country and the daunting challenge
this committee has in funding our federal need. It is my hope that
we can as a Nation sustain the country’s great land conservation
legacy. But personally, I do not see how we can afford to sustain
this great tradition without seriously addressing what Chairman
Ryan calls the main drivers of our deficit challenge and these driv-
ers, I agree, are the major entitlement programs of the country. As
one of the few who might appear before you here on the panel that
has finally aspired to the chronological category of senior citizen
and one that believes himself to be a fiscal conservative and con-
servationist, I strongly support the long-term efforts to make major
revisions to Social Security and Medicare and Medicaid. I simply
think we must do this if we believe we can continue to invest ade-
quately on behalf of today’s and tomorrow’s children in conserving
watersheds, wildlife habitat, parklands, forests, outdoor recreation
and working landscapes, farms and ranches and open space.

As we are all aware and has been mentioned, many of these pro-
grams represent dedicated funding sources and embrace the eco-
nomically sound strategy of taking revenues from our non-renew-
able, depletable equity base and reinvesting these receipts into re-
newable equities such as parklands, watersheds, wildlife resources,
forests, recreation areas and working landscapes. These renewable
equities then provide economic and job benefits for decades and
hopefully centuries to come.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would hope we could all agree that
conserving natural landscapes and wild resources for their own in-
trinsic value and making these available to all our citizenry was
uniquely an American idea. This wonderful legacy defines us truly
as Americans. It has been one of our great gifts to the global com-
munity. With your help, it is my hope that we can continue this
unsurpassed legacy for future generations. Thank you.

[The statement of John Turner follows:]
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April 15, 2011

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate
the opportunity to testify in support of full funding of the FY 2012 budget request for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), the Forest Legacy Program (FLP) and several other land
acquisition programs. From 1993 to 2001, I served as President and CEO of The Conservation
Fund (TCF) and I am testifying on its behalf. Prior to my work at TCF, [ served as the Director
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service during the Administration of President George H.W. Bush.
For President George W. Bush, I also had the honor to lead U.S. environmental policy at the
State Department as Assistant Secretary for Oceans, Environment and International Scientific
Affairs at the U. S. State Department. A wildlife ecologist by training, I reside in Jackson Hole,
Wyoming, where my family operates the Triangle X Guest Ranch.

The Conservation Fund (TCF) is a national, non-profit conservation organization dedicated to
conserving America’s land and water legacy for future generations. Established in 1985, TCF
works with landowners, federal, state and local agencies, and other partners to conserve our
nation’s important lands, for people, wildlife and communities. As a member of the LWCF
Coalition, TCF supports the Coalition’s funding goals outlined in testimony presented separately
to the Subcommittee. To date, TCF has helped our partners to conserve nearly seven million
acres, including some of Wyoming and Idaho’s most important natural and historical treasures.

These accomplishments are due, in large measure, to the leadership of this Subcommittee over
many years to appropriate funds to federal agencies to acquire lands for future generations. Mr.
Chairman, [ wish to congratulate you on your appointment to head this Subcommittee and
commend you for your public service to advance our nation’s great conservation legacy.

As a lifelong westerner, [ plan to highlight some benefits of the LWCF and Forest Legacy
Projects in eastern Idaho, Wyoming, Montana, as well as in Texas and the Southeast. While
these projects show the tremendous diversity of benefits of land acquisition for the public, they
have one thing in common — each of these projects is driven by landowners. Many farmers and
ranchers have significant financial equity in their land. By enabling a farmer or rancher to sell a
conservation easement or fee title, federal land conservation funding provides ranchers and other
landowners with funds to stay in business, reinvest in their agricultural operations or meet other
financial goals. This is especially true in our work with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
on the Upper Snake/South Fork Snake River in Idaho.

Upper Snake/South Fork Snake River ACEC -- $6.0 m. | grew up fishing on the Snake
River, both in Wyoming and the Henry’s Fork and South Fork in eastern Idaho. These are also
favorite fishing stretches for my fly fishing partner, former Vice President, Dick Cheney. As you
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are well aware, river recreation is part of the life blood of the west and the economic well being
of many of our communities. Thanks to your support for the BLM’s land acquisition program,
the public can enjoy some of the nation’s best fishing on the Upper Snake/South Fork, just
downstream from my home town. We support full funding of the President’s FY 2012 budget
request of $6.0 million to enable the BLM to purchase conservation easements from local
farmers and ranchers, on a willing seller basis, to conserve high value Snake River properties.
Through the purchase of these easements, the BLM can protect the South Fork of the Snake
River’s outstanding water quality, cold-water fishery, scenic beauty and recreational fishing
opportunities, while keeping these working agricultural lands on the county tax rolls.

Through our family rafting business on the Snake River and our visitors to our guest ranch, |
know first hand that the Upper Snake/South Fork’s recreational opportunities generate
significant economic benefits to the regional economy. From a biological perspective, the South
Fork’s riparian habitat features extensive cottonwood galleries that provide habitat for a rich
diversity of wildlife species.

North Platte River Special Recreation Management Area, Wyoming -- $1.0 m. Located near
Casper, the North Platte River features some of the best fishing in the country and supports the
highest pounds of trout per mile of any stream in Wyoming. Full funding of the BLM’s FY 2012
$1.0 m. budget request will enable the BLM to acquire a portion of a 380-acre tract from TCF. If
approved, these funds will help conserve river frontage, provide local residents and visitors with
over one mile of fishing access along the North Platte, promote water quality and benefit local
small businesses. According to a recent study, the average group of visitors contributes $500 per
day to the local economy, with the majority of visitors coming to Casper to fish.

Because most of the land along the Gray Reef stretch is privately-owned, the public currently has
very limited access to this world-class fishing resource. With an increase in annual visitor use
from 30,000 to over 150,000, Congressional approval of LWCF funding would help meet the
growing demand for access and conserve this vitally important fishing resource. This project
builds on the successful completion of two other undertakings and will strengthen a partnership
with local landowners, fishing organizations, the BLM and the State to conserve this resource.

Grand Teton National Park, Wyoming -- $15.0 m. Mr. Chairman, I have spent a major
portion of my life in and around the Tetons. Along with millions of other Americans, | marvel at
their unsurpassed natural splendor. I would like to personally invite you, and other members of
the Subcommittee, to come visit Grand Teton National Park this summer to see and enjoy this
spectacular region. To conserve these important resources, I support full funding of the
President’s FY 2012 LWCEF request of $15.027 million for Grand Teton. TCF is working
closely with local landowners to enable the National Park Service to acquire the Snake River
Ranch I property, one of the park’s top land acquisition priorities. It is located strategically at
the southern entrance to the park at Granite Creek. Over three-million people visit the park for
its stunning views, abundant wildlife and recreational opportunities. Protecting the Snake River
Ranch, one of the last few remaining inholdings in the park, would help complete the significant
public investment made in expanding the park for the benefit of the nation. We also believe that
the acquisition of the Wyoming State School Lands would provide significant public benefits to
the nation, and to the people of Wyoming. The park and its scenic grandeur contribute
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significantly to our guest ranch business and the region’s tourist economy, providing tens of
thousands of jobs in the surrounding area.

Devils Tower National Monument, Forest Legacy Project -- $2.0 m. Designated as the
nation’s first National Monument in 1906 by President Theodore Roosevelt, Devils Tower
dominates the surrounding landscape. However, the Monument itself is quite small and is
surrounded by private forestlands. To conserve land at the base of the Monument, TCF is
working with the State of Wyoming and a local ranch family to help achieve the family’s
longstanding goal of permanently conserving their ranch. Through the Forest Legacy Program,
the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) has requested $2.0 million in the FY 2012 President’s budget to
provide a grant to the State of Wyoming to acquire a conservation easement. If approved, this
funding would leverage additional state and private donations to conserve the viewshed looking
towards the nation’s first national monument and preserve a centennial ranch in one of
Wyoming’s most iconic valleys.

Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Area, Montana -- $8.0 m. As a former director of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), I have a deep appreciation and benefits of the FWS’s land
acquisition program for wildlife, water quality and wildlife-based outdoor recreation. TCF is
working in close partnership with the FWS, The Nature Conservancy and local ranchers to
acquire conservation easements along the Rocky Mountain Front, a spectacular range that runs
from just north of Helena to Glacier National Park. Through this voluntary conservation project,
LWCEF helps local ranchers expand and strengthen their ranching operations while conserving
vital wildlife habitat for grizzly bear, and a range of other important species. TCF and its
partners are raising tens of millions of private philanthropic dollars to further advance this effort
for ranching familes and wildlife and to leverage limited federal funding.

Neches River National Wildlife Refuge, Texas -- $11.0 m. In 2006, the FWS established the
Neches River NWR to protect habitat for migratory birds of the Central Flyway and bottomland
hardwood forests for their diverse biological values, water quality benefits and wetlands
functions, as well as to provide for compatible wildlife-dependent recreation opportunities. 1
respectfully request the Subcommittee’s support for full funding of the $11 million FY 2012
budget request for the Neches River NWR. The refuge boundary includes 25,000 acres of river
bottomlands and upland pine/hardwood ecosystems, along with 38 miles of Neches River
frontage. At the request of the FWS, TCF acquired a 6,715-acre tract, formerly owned by a
timberland investment company that features eight miles of Neches River frontage, dense
bottomland hardwood forest, and numerous oxbows and ponds. The FWS has an approved
appraisal of the property and TCF has raised significant private funds to provide excellent
leverage for the requested federal funds.

Rocky Fork/Cherokee National Forest, Tennessee -- $5 million. As our nation
commemorates the centennial of the Weeks Act of 1911, I would like to highlight several high
priority USFS projects in the Southeast. For several years, the USFS has identified the Rocky
Fork project as its top land acquisition priority in the country and has included $5 million in its
FY 2012 budget request to Congress. In 2008, TCF acquired the Rocky Fork property which is
situated along the Tennessee-North Carolina border near Johnson City and Asheville. Named
after the creek that flows from the property, Rocky Fork features exceptional water quality with
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over 16 miles of Blue Ribbon trout streams that support native brook trout. To date, the
Subcommittee has provided over $19.4 million in federal appropriations. Coupled with $9
million in state and private funding (in hand), along with other pending funding requests, the
USFS can complete this approximately $40 million project with FY 2011 funds ($6 million) and
full funding of the FY 2012 request ($5.0 m.). Completing the project this year will protect
water quality and quantity in the Nolichucky River watershed, ensure continued public access for
fishing, hiking, hunting and other activities and preserve important habitat for black bear, turkey,
deer and grouse. With bipartisan support from the Interior subcommittee, Tennessee and North
Carolina congressional delegations and a partnership with the Appalachian Trail Conservancy
and Southern Appalachian Highlands Conservancy, we can complete this project this year.

North Carolina Threatened Treasures/National Forest System -- $3.576 m.

The 753-acre Backbone Ridge project is located near the Blue Ridge Parkway, Grandfather
Mountain State Park and surrounded on three sides by the Pisgah National Forest adjoining the
Forest for almost ten miles. The property will provide a gateway for hiking in a network of
protected federal and state lands. At a total acquisition cost of $9 million, Backbone Ridge is a
keystone property located only four miles from Blowing Rock and directly within the viewshed
of the Blue Ridge Parkway. The USFS is seeking $4.5 million over several years to acquire a
portion of the property, while the State of North Carolina seeks to acquire the balance as a state
forest. Protecting the property would conserve 57,000 feet of streams and 585 acres of riparian
buffers. TCF is working with the Trust for Public Land, Southern Appalachian Highlands
Conservancy and Carolina Mountain Land Conservancy to secure funding for Backbone Ridge
and several important projects proposed for these funds.

Priority Land Acquisition Programs. In addition to these federal LWCF projects, we wish to
highlight several other priority funding programs and encourage the Subcommittee to give
consideration to fully funding the President’s FY 2012 budget request for:

NPS state LWCF grant program -- $200 m,

North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA) grants -- $50 million
USDA-Forest Service Community Forest program -- $5 m.

Section 6 Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund -- $160 m.

Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act Reauthorization. We appreciate the
Subcommittee’s support last year of a one year extension of the Federal Land Transaction
Facilitation Act (FLTFA), to complement the LWCF program. FLTFA gives BLM and the other
federal land management agencies an important funding tool that uses a “land for land”
approach. FLTFA enables the agencies acquire critically important tracts of land from private
willing sellers for fish and wildlife conservation, cultural and historic preservation and outdoor
recreation in the West, through the disposal of non-strategic BLM lands which in turn benefits
local economies. TCF and other organizations are currently working with the House Natural
Resource Committee to extend the FLTFA program this year, when it expires in July 2011.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify and for your favorable consideration of the LWCF
program which will leave a legacy to future generations, conserve America’s unsurpassed natural
heritage and support the economies of many communities across our great land,
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, and I will see you out on one of those
streams.

Mr. TURNER. I look forward to joining you out on the river.

Mr. SiMPSON. We will do it. Thank you.

We next have Jeff Trandahl, the Executive Director of the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation. Welcome back.

FRrRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
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JEFF TRANDAHL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL FISH AND WILD-
LIFE FOUNDATION

Mr. TRANDAHL. Thank you. It is always good to see you, and it
is wonderful actually following a gentleman from Wyoming, being
a boy from South Dakota, and welcome to the subcommittee.

I just want to start off and say I know it has been a very bumpy
ride the last couple of months for everybody here on the sub-
committee and the staff, and we appreciate and we want to thank
you guys because despite all the challenges out there, the best that
could be done has definitely been done and, you know, there is a
tough road ahead and we are all here in partnership to work with
everybody to try to make it all come together.

As most of you are very familiar, we are a foundation that was
actually created by you, Congress, back in 1984 at a very similar
financial time where the government was losing resources and the
concept was to set up a foundation that could go out and privately
leverage up alongside those federal resources in order to accom-
plish a lot of goals all of us wish to see done.

I am mainly here to basically reaffirm three items in the Presi-
dent’s budget that has come before you. One is $8.5 million in the
Fish and Wildlife Service budget, $3 million in the Bureau of Land
Management budget and $3 million in the Forest Service budget
which would come to the foundation. By law, we are required to le-
verage that money at least one to one. As most of you know, we
managed last year about $40 million in federal money. We lever-
aged it up to about $180 million. So we are actually achieving at
more than a three to one. A lot of you are also familiar in terms
of what we did down in the Gulf, all with 100 percent private dol-
lars, nearly $25 million that we were able to put in during the re-
sponse itself in order to prevent wildlife losses down there, which
was great.

The other thing I would say to the subcommittee is, I am always
the optimist, and the foundation, as you know, has been growing
the last five years. We have been growing roughly about 20 percent
a year. And as the economy is coming back, even though the econ-
omy went down there, we continue to grow and we continue to see
incredible, incredible private philanthropic dollars that are out
there, and that seed money that you provide us, we feel very con-
fident not only can we continue to build and move this thing for-
ward but just even a few months ago I actually achieved the larg-
est individual private contribution we have ever gotten into the
foundation, and that was a $20 million gift from a private indi-
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vidual, and that is going to focus on a conservation need that a lot
of us do not know much about which is seabirds, but they are one
of the most imperiled species on earth and we have seen about a
90 percent decline in the Pacific over the last decade, and if we do
not address the issue now, which the Fish and Wildlife Service and
NOAA clearly do not have the resources to do, it will become an
enormous issue economically so that one gift we will be able to le-
verage into $25 million to $30 million from the foundation and
hopefully we will do what we have been able to do in the past,
which is to take a large environmental issue like that, check the
box, get the recovery under way and everybody move forward with-
out anything having to be disrupted.

With that, I will turn it over to you to drill me with questions.

[The statement of Jeff Trandahl follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF JEFF TRANDAHL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION
BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR,
ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES REGARDING
FY 2012 BUDGET FOR THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND FOREST SERVICE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony regarding FY 2012 funding for the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation (Foundation). The Foundation’s FY 2012 appropriations
request will be matched dollar for dollar with non-federal funds to conserve fish, wildlife
and their habitats through local partnerships. We believe that the Foundation is a sound
investment in a time of constrained budgets because of our proven track record and statutory
requirement to leverage federal funding with private contributions to maximize conservation
benefit. We appreciate the Subcommittee’s past support and respectfully request your approval
of funding at the following levels:

e $8.537 million through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Resource Management
General Administration appropriation;

¢ $ 3 million through the Bureau of Land Management’s Management of Lands and
Resources appropriation; and

¢  $ 3 million through the Forest Service’s National Forest System appropriation.

Since its inception, the Foundation has leveraged nearly $530 million in federal funds into
$1.8 billion in on-the-ground and in-the-water conservation with less than 5% aggregate
overhead to the federal government and fewer than 100 staff nationwide.

The Foundation was established by Congress in 1984 to foster public-private partnerships to
conserve fish, wildlife and their habitats. The Foundation is required by law to match each
federally-appropriated dollar with a minimum of one non-federal dollar. We consistently exceed

this requirement by leveraging federal funds at a 3:1 average ratio while building consensus and

emphasizing accountability, measurable results, and sustainable conservation outcomes.

Last summer, the Foundation was able to immediately respond to the Gulf disaster through our
existing partnerships and grantee network. We provided assistance to our federal agency
partners and began fundraising for projects to safeguard the populations of species most at risk
from the Gulf oil spill. Through philanthropic contributions by BP and WalMart, the Foundation
provided nearly $10 million in non-federal funds for projects to reduce the losses and bolster
populations of migratory birds and sea turtles in the Gulf region. In addition, as an in-kind
donation, the Foundation worked with FedEx to transfer 25,000 sea turtle eggs and their nests
from Gulf beaches to the east coast of Florida. The Foundation will announce an additional $10
million of Guif projects in April 2011 that focus on migratory birds, sea turtles, oysters, and
other marine species and their habitats.
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With your support, FY 2012 funds will support our long-standing partnerships and new
initiatives with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), and Forest Service (FS). Several of our priority initiatives for FY 2012 are
described below.

Fish Habitat Restoration

In cooperation with FWS, BLM, and FS, the Foundation provides community-based grants to
assist rural communities, farmers, ranchers and other private landowners with restoring habitats
that are essential for native fish species and their migration corridors. To the extent possible, the
Foundation is also partnering with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and
USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Service on these efforts, and successfully leveraging
federal support with corporate contributions for fish habitat conservation on private and public
lands. The Foundation is building on our long history in fish habitat restoration to strategically
target our partnership efforts toward specific species of concern and this will continue in FY
2012 and beyond. Focal species for the Foundation’s grants include: Eastern Brook Trout,
Apache trout, Colorado Cutthroat trout, and Coho salmon.

Path of the Pronghorn and Sage Grouse
In 2009, the Foundation and our partners identified the Green River Basin of Wyoming (Basin)

as a priority area for coordinated conservation efforts. The Basin supports significant
populations of sage grouse, mule deer, pronghorn and elk. These species are threatened by
habitat fragmentation, subdivision and fencing of key areas that the antelope move through,
mortality along increasingly busy local roads and highways, and potential conflicts with
expanding energy production infrastructure on their wintering range. In partnership with FWS,
BLM, and the USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Service, the Foundation has focused its
grant-making on work to improve fencing so that pronghorn and other animals can migrate more
easily, reducing the effects of roads on wildlife, and protecting key parcels where subdivision
and development will imperil the entire migration corridor.

Chesapeake Bay, Great Lakes, and Long Island Sound
Watershed health plays an important role in fish and wildlife conservation and has been a feature

of the Foundation’s grantmaking since establishing our partnership with the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1998. In the last decade, the Foundation has formed strategic
public-private partnerships to restore and protect fish and wildlife habitat while improving water
quality in the Chesapeake Bay, Great Lakes, and Long Island Sound. Federal partners in the
programs include EPA, Department of Interior agencies, Forest Service, USDA’s Natural
Resources Conservation Service, NOAA, and others. The Foundation leveraged various federal
funds for these partnerships but, more importantly, attracted private contributions from
corporations and other private foundations. The Foundation’s watershed grant programs
continued positive results in 2010 with priority project requests far exceeding available funds.

Youth in Natural Resources

The Department of Interior’s FY 2012 budget request includes $2 million, split between FWS
and BLM, for the Foundation to establish a competitive grant program for youth conservation
job programs. With the movement of Americans to urban areas and more indoor recreational

pursuits, America’s youth are developing a gap in their knowledge of fish and wildlife and the
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need for natural resource conservation. Through this nnique initiative, local organizations
will develop employment programs that foster a conservation ethic, expose youth to career
opportunities in the conservation community, and ultimately cultivate future generations of
wildlife professionals.

The Foundation will work with FWS and BLM to develop a public-private partnership by
leveraging the Federal funding with at least an equal amount of privately financed contributions.
Funds will be awarded to Refuges, Fish Hatcheries, Friends groups, BLM field offices, Youth
Conservation Corps, non-governmental organizations and others who seek to develop innovative
conservation employment opportunities for youth. Wildlife habitat conservation education will
be an integral aspect of this grant program and the Foundation will partner with the Department
of the Interior’s National Conservation Training Center to develop learning goals, curricula, and
other training material that can be integrated into job programs.

Conclusion

NFWF has a 27-year history with the Department of Interior and has been successful in bringing
together public and private partners to build strategic partnerships to address the most significant
threats to fish and wildlife populations and their habitats. The Foundation has partnerships with
14 federal agencies and more than 50 corporations and private foundations. We have a
successful model of coordinating and leveraging federal funds and attracting support from the
private sector to form public-private partnerships for fish and wildlife conservation.

We are working directly with the federal agencies and our other partners to maximize results and
produce sustainable conservation outcomes. To that end, the Foundation is incorporating
monitoring and evaluation into our programs to measure progress, promote adaptive
management, demonstrate results, and continuously learn from project investments. We look
forward to building on our partnerships with FWS, BLM and FS in FY 2012 and appreciate the
Subcommittee’s continued support of these collaborative efforts.

Background on National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
As of FY 2010, the Foundation has awarded over 11,000 grants to national and community-

based organizations through successful partnerships with the Department of Interior Agencies,
USDA’s Forest Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service, the Environmental
Protection Agency, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and others. This
collaborative model brings together multiple federal agencies with state, tribal and local
governments and private organizations to implement coordinated conservation strategies in all 50
states.

The Foundation’s grant-making involves a thorough internal and external review process. Peer
reviews involve federal and state agencies, affected industry, non-profit organizations, and
academics. Grants are also reviewed by the Foundation’s issue experts, as well as evaluation
staff, before being recommended to the Board of Directors for approval. In addition, according
to our Congressional Charter, the Foundation provides a 30-day notification to the Members of
Congress for the congressional district and state in which a grant will be funded, prior to making
a funding decision. Mr., Chairman, we greatly appreciate your continued support and hope the
Subcommittee will approve funding for the Foundation in FY 2012.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, and I know that the foundation does
a great job in leveraging money and getting private sources, and
of course, we need a lot more of that, frankly, in a lot of different
areas if we are going to fund a lot of these programs because, as
you mentioned, the budget situation in this country is not pretty
and is not anticipated to be pretty for a while. I appreciate it, Jeff.
Thank you very much.

Mr. TRANDAHL. And I should mention one last little thing, which
is our reauthorization is up in the other committee. I am working
very hard to get the committee to get it done, and we were trying
to get it done in the last Congress and obviously we were not able
to get it accomplished, so I am with the staff again next week and
hopefully we get it on the calendar and we do not see an issue in
terms of the reauthorization.

Mr. SIMPSON. Good. Thank you.

Mr. TRANDAHL. Thank you, gentlemen.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next we have Gary Werner, the Executive Director
of the Partnership for the National Trails System. How are you
doing this morning, Gary?

Mr. WERNER. Fine.

Mr. SIMPSON. Good.

Mr. WERNER. Good to see you again.

Mr. SIMPSON. Good to see you.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

PUBLIC LANDS, BLM, NATIONAL PARKS

WITNESS

GARY WERNER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PARTNERSHIP FOR THE NA-
TIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM

Mr. WERNER. And I thank you, Mr. Chairman and Congressman
Moran, Congresswoman Lummis for the opportunity to testify. Just
as a reminder, I have for you—as you know, I represent 35 organi-
zations that are your partners in the grand experiment of the Na-
tional Trails System, and I am here to thank you, first off, for the
strong support you have provided financially to the Park Service,
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management for help-
ing to manage and administer those trails over the last dozen years
or more but also the equally important guidance that you have pro-
vided at a number of junctures to the agencies about how they
could be better partners.

As you know, the National Trails System is a rather unique pub-
lic-private venture that Congress has authorized. Over the last 40
years, you have authorized 30 National Scenic and Historic Trails
that span more than 50,000 miles through 49 states, and we rep-
resent your private partners in that venture. I am happy to say
that in 2010, our organizations organized, motivated and guided
citizen volunteers to contribute 1.1 million hours of volunteer labor
valued at over $24 million. Our organizations contributed another
greater than $12 million, a total of almost $37 million of our effort
for these trails. Congress was able to appropriate about $29 million
to the three agencies for their part. So we are truly here as your
partners with a hand out saying we are here to help.
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The other thing that you know is that unfortunately this wonder-
ful system is mostly incomplete and so we need critical assistance,
financial assistance in several areas. One is the operations funding
for the Park Service, the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Man-
agement. In our testimony, we are asking for a modest increase for
each of those agencies.

One of the ways that we do much of our work, and we were very
happy to see that the Administration decided once again that the
value of the Challenge Cost Share programs for the National Park
Service, the Bureau of Land Management and the Fish and Wild-
life Service is really tremendous. We over the years have worked
mostly Park Service Challenge Cost Share and the leverage is sup-
posed to be one to one. I think our average has been about three
to one. We have oftentimes had projects 10 to one. It is money that,
as others have said, provides seed money, gets a lot of projects
done in local communities but it also provides an opportunity for
the communities to come out and get involved and make their con-
tributions. So what we are suggesting is a modest increase in the
amount of money beyond what the President is asking for, of up
to $4.5 million for Challenge Cost Share with $1.5 million of that
coming for the National Trails System. In the past you have guided
money that way toward the trails.

Secondly, of equal importance, as a number of people have men-
tioned already, is the Land and Water Conservation Fund to com-
plete critical gaps in the trails. We fully support the effort to try
to fully fund it this year as the Administration is proposing. What
we are specifically asking for is a total of about $50 million spread
across the Forest Service, the Park Service and the Bureau of Land
Management that would among other things help protect places
like City of Rocks Reserve in Idaho and a key section of the Nez
Perce Trail in Hell’s Canyon, a section along the Platte River near
Casper for the Oregon-California Pony Express Mormon Pioneer
Trail plus others in other states. We do not have any in Virginia
because the AT is complete through much of Virginia. But it is crit-
ical that you continue to support those investments and help us
complete the trails.

The other two things I would like to ask you about are things
that do not necessarily require expending more money but they do
require providing guidance to the agencies. The Bureau of Land
Management budget, as you know, is divided up into sub-activity
accounts. They have no sub-activity account for trails, and so to
fund their efforts for the National Scenic Trails—and they have
more miles of historic trails on the public land than any of the
other agencies—they have to take from 18 to 20 different sub-activ-
ity accounts and it is an accounting nightmare for them, it is an
accounting nightmare for us to try to match money and, you know,
make things work, make plans to leverage. So we would ask you
to, as I think you did last year, direct the Administration to come
up with a sub-activity account for the National Trails System and
for the Wild and Scenic River System.

The last item I want to mention is one that came up very strong-
ly in the last few weeks with the budget issues in fiscal year 2011,
and that is the travel ceilings for the agencies. These long-distance
trails spanning thousands of miles based upon relationships with
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many units of government and nonprofit partners require the abil-
ity to come and sit down as we are doing now face to face and talk
to establish the kind of trust and ongoing partnerships. If the fed-
eral folks involved with the trails cannot travel, they quite simply
cannot do the work that they need to do, and I am hoping that you
might provide some guidance to the agencies that maybe the trails
are different than parks that are all in one place and maybe it
makes sense not to restrict travel from a park, but if you have got
to trail along thousands of miles of trails, maybe you should not
be held to the same standard, if you will.

In closing, I want to thank you all again and I do have some ad-
ditional—this is a report on some of the Challenge Cost Share pro-
grams. This is a report we have done the last several years on
youth activities that we are doing in the trails systems. And fi-
nally, this is our latest national newsletter, which gives you a kind
of short capsule of things that are happening along the trails across
the United States.

We are very proud that we are your private sector partners in
a public-private venture for public benefit, and we thank you again
for the longstanding support the committee has given.

[The statement of Mr. Werner follows:]
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Partnership for the National Trails System
222 5. Hamilton #13  Madison, Wis3yo3 Phone: {608} 249-7870
www.nationaltrailspartnership.org Fax: {608} 2573513

GARY WERNER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR April 15,2011
STATEMENT TO THE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT & RELATED AGENCIES

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee:

The Partnership for the National Trails System appreciates your support over the past 17 years,
through operations funding and dedicated Challenge Cost Share funds, for the national scenic and historic
trails administered by the National Park Service. We also appreciate your increased allocation of funds to
support the trails administered and managed by the Forest Service and for the trails in the Bureau of Land
Management’s National Landscape Conservation System. To continue the progress that you have

» National Park Service: $16.45 million for administration of 23 trails and for coordination of
the long-distance trails program by the Washington office. Construction: $346,000 for the lce
Age Trail and $200,000 for the Pacific Crest Trail,

e USDA Forest Service: $8.7 million to administer 6 trails and $1.2 million to manage parts of
16 trails administered by the NPS or BLM. $1 miilion for Iditarod Trail construction

¢ Bureau of Land Management: to coordinate its National Trails System Program: $250,000:;
to administer these trails: Iditared Trail: $700,000, the Camino Real de Tierra Adentro
Trail: $230,000, the Old Spanish Trail: $350,000 and to manage portions of 10 trails
administered by the Park Service or the Forest Service: $4 million; $3,140,000 for operating five
National Historic Trail interpretive centers; Construction: $300,000 for the Pacific Crest Trail.

*  We ask that you appropriate $4.5 million for the National Park Service Challenge Cost Share
Program and continue to direct one-third ($1,500,000) for national scenic and historic trails
or create a separate $1.5 million National Trails §; Challenge Cost Share Program.

e We ask that you add $500,000 to the Bureau of Land Management’s Challenge Cost Share
Program and alocate it for the national scenic and historic trails it administers or manages.

We ask that you appropriate from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for land acquisition:

* to the Forest Service: $6.65 million for the Pacific Crest Trail, $1.7 million for the Florida
Trail; $3.442 million for the Old Spanish Trail; $9.2 million for the Appalachian Trail, $1.5
million for the North Country Trail, and $1.4175 million for the Nez Perce Trail;

e to the Bureau of Land Management: $3.5 million for the Oregon Trail in Oregon, $7.5
million for the Pacific Crest Trail in Oregon, and $1 million for the Oregon, California,
Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express Trails in Wyoming;

e tothe Park Service: $5.2 million to grant to the State of Wisconsin to match state funds for the
fee Age Trail and $2 million to grant to 7 states for the North Country Trail; $2.1 million for
the New England Trail, $2.605 million for the Appalachian Trail, $2 million for the Oregon
Trail - City of Rocks Reserve, and $1.17 million for San Antonio Missions Nationals Historic
Park -- EI Camino Real de los Tejas National Historic Trail.

We also ask that you appropriate from the Forest Service Forest Legacy program $8.730 million to
protect High Peaks in Maine along the Appalachian Trail.
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National Park Service
The $16.45 million we request for Park Service operations includes increases for some of the trails to
continue the progress and new initiatives made possible by the additional funding Congress provided over
the past seven years. We support the Administration’s requested funding for the new Star Spangled
Banner and Washington-Rochambeau National Historic Trails and we request $400,000 for the Park
Service to implement planning and administration for the New England National Scenic Trail.

We request an increase of $626,000 to expand Park Service efforts to protect cultural landscapes at more
than 200 sites along the Santa Fe Trail, to develop GIS mapping, and to fund public educational outreach
programs of the Santa Fe Trail Association. An increase of $763,000 for the Trail of Tears will enable
the Park Service to work with the Trail of Tears Association to develop a GIS to map the Trail’s historical
and cultural heritage sites to protect them and to develop interpretation of them for visitors. We support
the Administration’s requested increases of $282,000 for the Juan Bautista de Anza and $147,000 for
the Ala Kahakai Trails. We request a further increase to $400,000 for the Ala Kahakai Trail to enable
the Park Service to work with E Mau Na Ala Hele, the Ala Kahakai Trail Association, and other
community organizations to care for resources on the land and with the University of Hawaii to conduct
archaeological and cultural landscape studies along this trail.

We support the Administration’s requested funding of $1,708,000 for the Appalachian Trail to expand
the highly successful “Trail to Every Classroom” program of the Appalachian Trail Conservancy. The
$1,483,000 we request for the 4,200 mile North Country Trail will enable the Park Service to provide
greater support for the regional GIS mapping, trail building, trail management, and training of volunteers
led by the North Country Trail Association. This funding will also enable the Park Service to move the
administrative office for the North Country Trail to Michigan for more efficient and effective
collaboration with the North Country Trail Association. The $1,399,000 we request for the lee Age Trail
includes a $550,000 increase to enable the Park Service to develop and begin to implement an Interpretive
Plan, to complete trail route planning, and to support stewardship by Ice Age Trail Alliance staff and
volunteers of lands acquired for the trail.

Construction: We request that you appropriate for trail construction projects $346,000 for the Ice Age
Trail and $200,000 for the Pacific Crest Trail in the national parks crossed by the trail.

Challenge Cost Share programs are one of the most effective and efficient ways for Federal agencies to
accomplish a wide array of projects for public benefit while also sustaining partmerships involving
countless private citizens in doing public service work. The Partnership’s member organizations applaud
the Administration’s decision to restore these highly effective programs of the Park Service, Bureau of
Land Management, and Fish and Wildlife Service. We request that you fund ali of them and
appropriate $4.5 millien in Challenge Cost Share funding to the Park Service for FY12 as a wise
investment of public money that will generate public benefits many times greater than its sum. We ask
you to continue to direct one-third of the $4.5 million for the national scenic and historic trails to
continue the steady progress toward making these trails fully available for public enjoyment. We suggest,
as an alternative to the annual allocating of funds from the Regular Challenge Cost Share program, that
you create a separate National Trails System Challenge Cost Share program with $1.5 million funding.

We support the Administration’s requested $947,000 for the Connect Trails to Parks project to enhance
the public’s understanding of the National Trails System and its relationship to the National Park System.

USDA - Forest Service
As you have done for several years, we ask that you provide additional operations funding to the Forest
Service for administering five national scenic trails and one national historic trail, and managing parts of
16 other trails. We ask you to appropriate $8.7 millien as a separate budgetary item specifically for the
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Arizona, Continental Divide, Florida, Pacific Crest, and Pacific Northwest National Scenic Trails
and the Nez Perce National Historic Trail within the over-all appropriation for Capital Improvements
and Maintenance for Trails. Full-time managers have been assigned for each of these trails by the
Forest Service. Recognizing the on-the-ground management responsibility the Forest Service has for 838
miles of the Appalachian Trail, more than 650 miles of the North Country Trail, and sections of the Ice
Age, Anza, Caminos Real de Tierra Adentro and de Tejas, Lewis & Clark, California, Iditarod, Mormon
Pioneer, Old Spanish, Oregon, Overmountain Victory, Pony Express, Trail of Tears and Santa Fe Trails,
we ask you to appropriate $1.2 million specifically for these trails.

Work continues, supported by funds you provided over the past ten years, to close several major gaps in
the Florida Trail. In 2010 Florida Trail Association volunteers maintained 1,322 miles and completed 8
major construction and restoration projects along the Trail. The Partnership’s request of $8.7 million
above includes $2.5 million to enable the Forest Service and FTA to continue this maintenance, to control
invasive species, do ecosystem restoration, and otherwise manage 4,625 acres of new Florida Trail land.

The Partnership’s request of $8.7 million above also includes $2.3 million for the Pacific Crest Trail, $2
million for the Continental Divide Trail, $1 million for the Pacific Northwest Trail, $640,000 for the
Nez Perce Trail, and $239,000 for the Arizona Trail. We also request $1 million of additional funding
for construction of sections of the Iditarod Trail.

Bureau of Land Management

While the Bureau of Land Management has administrative authority only for the Iditared, Ef Camino
Real de Tierra Adentro, and the Old Spanish National Historic Trails, it has on-the-ground
management responsibility for 641 miles of five scenic trails and 3,115 miles of eight historic trails
administered by the National Park Service and U.S. Forest Service. The bureau recognized the
significance of these trails by including them in the National Landscape Conservation System and, for
the first time, in FY02, by providing funding for each of them. The Partnership applauds these decisions
of the Bureau and encourages its staff to budget specific funding for each of these trails.

We support the Administration’s increase of $15 million in base funding for the National Landscape
Conservation System and ask that you appropriate as new permanent base funding $250,000 for
National Trails System Program Coordination, $700,000 for the Iditarod Trail, $230,000 for Fl
Camino Real de Tierra Adentro Trail, $350,000 for the Old Spanish Trail, and $4,000,000 for
management of the portions of the ten other trails under the care of the Bureau of Land Management. We
request $300,000 for maintenance of the Pacific Crest Trail; and $3,140,000 to operate five historic
trails interpretive centers.

We ask you to fund the Bureau’s Challenge Cost Share program and to add $500,000 directed for
projects for the National Trails System as you have done for many years with the Park Service’s
Challenge Cost Share program.

To promote greater management transparency and accountability for the National Trails and the whole
National Landscape Conservation System, we urge you to request expenditure and accomplishment
reports for each of the NLCS Units for FY11 and to direct the Bureau to include unit-level allocations by
major sub-activities for each of the scenic and historic trails, and wild and scenic rivers -- as the Bureau
has done for the monuments and conservation areas -- within a new activity account for the National
Landscape Conservation System in FY12. Existing accounts for Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study
Areas should also be included in this new National Landscape Conservation System activity account. The
Bureau’s lack of a unified budget account for National Trails prevents the agency from efficiently
planning, implementing, reporting, and taking advantage of cost-saving and leveraging partnerships and
volunteer contributions for every activity related to these national resources.
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Land and Water Conservation Fund

The Partnership applauds and supports the Administration’s intention to provide full funding of $900
million for the Land & Water Conservation Fund. We request that you provide robust and consistent
funding to keep on a trajectory to achieve annual full funding for the LWCF and that you make the
specific appropriations for national seenic and historic trails detailed at the beginning of this statement
and below.

FOREST SERVICE: The $6.65 million we request for the Pacific Crest Trail will continue to support
the acquisition underway by the Forest Service Lands Team and the Park Service National Trail Land
Resources Program Center, protecting 12 miles of PCT in Washington and taking 34 miles off of roads in
southern California. The $1.7 million requested for the Flerida Trail will continue another successful
collaboration between these two agencies to protect 30 tracts and 3.4 miles of the Trail along the Suwanee
River. We request $3.442 million to protect a stretch of the Old Spanish Trail in the Carson National
Forest, $9.2 million to protect sections of the Appalachian Trail in the Cherokee and Pisgah National
Forests and $1.5 million to buy land for the North Country Trail in the Hiawatha and Ottawa National
Forests. We also request $1.4175 million to acquire land in Hell’s Canyon of the Snake River in Oregon
to protect sites along the Nez Perce Trail.

BUREAU of LAND MANAGEMENT: We request $6 million for the Cascade Siskiyou National
Monument and $1.5 million for Porcupine Mountain that will preserve sections of the Pacific Crest
Trail in Oregon, $3.5 million to purchase land along the Big Sandy River in Oregon for the Oregon
Trail, $1 million to protect sections of the Oregon, Califernia, Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express
Trails along the Platte River in Wyoming.

PARK SERVICE: The National Trails System Act encourages states to assist in the conservation of the
resources and development of the national scenic and historic trails. Since FY2000 Wisconsin has
matched $13.6 million Federal LWCF funding with $27.7 million to help protect 67 miles of the Ice Age
National Scenic Trail by purchasing 51 parcels totaling 7727 acres. Another 40 parcels are under
negotiation, appraisal or option to purchase. The requested $5.2 Million Land and Water Conservation
Fund grant to Wisconsin will continue this very successful Federal/State/local partnership for protecting
land for the Ice Age Trail. We request $2 million to provide similar grants to the seven states along its
route to close gaps in the North Country Trail, $2.1 million for the Park Service to acquire three
parcels for the New England Trail, and $2.005 millien for the Park Service to acquire parcels in
Pennsylvania and Vermont for the Appalachian Trail. We also request $2 million for the City of Rocks
Reserve in Idaho to protect an important section of the Oregon Trail and $1.17 million for San Antonio
Missions National Historic Park along El Camino Real de los Tejas National Historic Trail.

Private Sector Support for the National Trails System
Public-spirited partnerships between private citizens and public agencies have been a hallmark of
the National Trails System since its inception. These partnerships create the enduring strength of the
Trails System and the trail communities that sustain it by combining the local, grass-roots energy and
responsiveness of volunteers with the responsible continuity of public agencies. They also provide
private financial support for public projects, often resulting in a greater than equal match of funds.

The private trail organizations’ commitment 1o the success of these trail-sustaining partnerships grows
even as Congress’ support for the trails has grown. In 2010 the trail organizations fostered 1,115,559
hours — an increase of 23% over 2009 - of documented volunteer labor valued at $24,366,484 to help
sustain the national scenic and historic trails. The organizations also raised private sector contributions
of $12,486,240 to benefit the trails.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Thanks for your testimony.
Next we have John Calvelli, Executive Vice President of Public
Affairs at the Wildlife Conservation Society.

FripAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS

JOHN CALVELLI, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS,
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION SOCIETY

Mr. CALVELLI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member,
Members of Congress. Thank you so much for giving me the oppor-
tunity to testify today. My name is John Calvelli. I am the Execu-
tive Vice President of Public Affairs at the Wildlife Conservation
Society. WCS is one of those venerable institutions founded in 1895
with the help of Teddy Roosevelt as a science-based conservation
organization with the mission of saving wildlife and wild places
around the globe. Today WCS manages the largest network of
urban wildlife parks in the United States led by our flagship, the
Bronx Zoo. Our fieldwork now helps save 25 percent of the earth’s
biodiversity in over 60 countries around the world.

I do want to make a brief note that if you are looking for dumb
trout, we run the largest private protected area in Tierra del Fuego
in Chile, and I, who am a terrible fisher, did catch something rel-
atively large, so Mr. Chairman

Mr. SiMPSON. It is a long ways to go.

Mr. CALVELLL It is a long ways to go but they are really dumb,
sir.

We believe this work is necessary to protect the planet’s natural
capital that is the foundation of future prosperity. Today I would
like to describe the critical role that domestic and international
conservation play in increasing our Nation’s economic and national
1secgrity while reaffirming our global position as a conservation
eader.

WCS has been an active partner in supporting America’s con-
servation tradition with our grant program funded by the Doris
Duke Foundation, which is helping to leverage funds from the Fish
and Wildlife Service’s state wildlife grant. We have helped through
the Doris Duke Foundation to give about $14 million to more than
46 states including Idaho—another blatant comment—on behalf of
Idaho for wildlife corridor protection. WCS recommends maintain-
ing fiscal year 2010 funding of $95 million in fiscal year 2012 for
state wildlife grants. The Interior Department estimates that na-
ture-based activities supported by federal programs like state wild-
life grants could generate $14.1 billion in fiscal year 2012 for Amer-
ican communities.

We believe that public land management should be science based
with an emphasis on landscape-level conservation. WCS supports
the Administration’s request of $31 million for the USGS Climate
Science Centers, which will bring scientists and stakeholders to-
gether to develop landscape-level management strategies. These
strategies are important in balancing energy development and
wildlife conservation in places like Alaska’s National Petroleum Re-
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serve. I do want to state up front that we were founded by mem-
bers of the business community. We understand the importance of
business. We also understand that the National Petroleum Reserve
was created those many years ago to find petroleum but through
fate and through nature, that area is also very important for mi-
gratory birds, and what we are looking for is some type of focus on
specific areas so that we can create protected areas so that we can
support subsidence hunting in the local areas, preserve important
bird and mammal habitats while promoting energy development
and respecting first nation practices.

Conservation can bring nations together for a common cause,
building diplomatic relationships and preventing conflict. The 2010
International Tiger Summit in Russia was the first ever heads of
state summit dedicated to a single species that signaled a strong
commitment from the international community. Just a note, there
are actually more tigers in Texas than there are in the wild at this
point. The Fish and Wildlife Service’s Multinational Species Con-
servation Fund exemplifies this commitment with its Rhino-Tiger
Fund, which has helped WCS develop a regionally targeted strat-
egy to give tiger populations a chance to recover. We recommend
restoring fiscal year 2010 funding levels for the Multinational Spe-
cies Conservation Fund with an additional $1 million for tigers to-
taling $12.5 million. This program enjoys broad American con-
stituent support with more than 50 million members of the coali-
tion and over $25 million generated in private investments in fiscal
year 2009 alone. So as you can see, these programs have great sup-
For“ci, but more than that, they also leverage significant federal
unds.

Broader ecosystem protection is critical to the preservation of
species. WCS recommends funding the Wildlife Without Borders
program at $7.4 million of which $1 million is for the Critically En-
dangered Species Fund would ensure the conservation of scores of
endangered birds and animals.

The Forest Service International Program provides technical sup-
port in forest management in the world’s most unstable regions. It
also represents the U.S. forest products industry in international
trade agreements and combats illegal logging, which costs Amer-
ican businesses $1 billion annually. WCS requests a restoration of
this line item in fiscal year 2012 with funding maintained at the
fiscal year 2010 level of $9.8 million.

I conclude with a conservation success story thanks to America’s
investment in global, economic and environmental sustainability.
Having endured decades of Khmer rule and significant human loss,
Cambodia is moving towards stability. In 2009, WCS helped Cam-
bodia transform a former logging concession into protection forest
safeguarding threatened animals and benefiting local hunters and
farmers who have retained access to the forest to balance conserva-
tion with sustainable development. We focus on law enforcement,
community engagement and long-term monitoring and research
while the Cambodian government targets major crimes. The Fish
and Wildlife Service’s initial investment has leveraged significant
funding from other sources, making this project possible. Biodiver-
sity conservation in places like Cambodia and also in places like
South Sudan are integral to finding long-term solutions to reduce
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dependence on foreign aid and empowering its citizens to benefit
from ecosystem services.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and unfortunately, al-
though I came here from New York, the capital of marketing, I
have no materials. I saw all of our friends providing materials to
you. But we are at your disposal to answer any questions, and
please feel free to come for a tour of the Bronx Zoo when you are
in New York next.

[The statement of John Calvelli follows:]
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Testimony of John F. Calvelli
Executive Vice President, Public Affairs, Wildlife Conservation Society
Submitted to House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, Environment & Related Agencies
April 15,2011

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, Members of the Subcommittee: Thank you for the
opportunity to submit testimony on FY12 Interior, Environment and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act. My name is John F. Calvelli, Executive Vice President of Public Affairs
with the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS), which was founded with the help of Theodore
Roosevelt in 1895 with the mission of saving wildlife and wild places worldwide. Today WCS
manages the largest network of urban wildlife parks in the United States led by our flagship the
Bronx Zoo. WCS fieldwork helps address threats to over 25 percent of Earth’s biodiversity in 60
countries around the world, employing more than 4,000 full-time staff including 170 Ph.D.
scientists and 100 veterinarians. Our domestic facilities generate $414 million in economic
activity annually, according to a 2008 study.

At the outset, I recognize the Subcommittee’s responsibility in addressing the nation’s current
fiscal climate while balancing priorities embedded in the American tradition of conservation.
The pressures on our planet are mounting and conservation is a major antidote to unsustainable
pressures on natural resources. The Department of the Interior (DOI) reports that in 2008 more
than 400 million people visited national parks, refuges and public lands, generating over 300,000
jobs and $25 billion in economic activity. Additionally, revenues generated by the DOI continue
to exceed its annual appropriation. In FY12, DOI projects revenues from nature-based activities
at approximately $14.1 billion, in contrast to the Administration’s FY12 budget request for the
entire department of $12.2 billion. On a global level, by supporting conservation, the U.S. is
making a direct contribution to our national security. For example, in Afghanistan and Pakistan,
where WCS is the only U.S. based conservation organization at work, environmental
degradation, including desertification from unsustainable land use, erosion caused by
deforestation, and water contamination, have devastated the region’s inhabitants. In March 2009,
President Obama’s strategic review of Afghanistan identified “sustainable economic
development” and “restor[ing] Afghanistan’s once vibrant agriculture sector” as major
ingredients in American’s overall effort to sap the strength of the insurgency. Reversing the
environmental trends is a key component to achieving those goals. Investments in foreign
assistance particularly in conservation activities comprise a small piece of the federal

budget. Yet, this funding has a tremendous impact helping to reduce conflict around scarce
resources and preventing costly military interventions. As communities and countries stabilize
and grow more prosperous, they become potential trade partners for U.S. goods. In fact, eleven
of the fifteen largest importers of American goods are past recipients of U.S. foreign assistance.
This testimony will highlight both domestic and international programs at DOI and the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) that are shaping the future of conservation.

Department of the Interior-wide Initiatives:

America’s Great Outdoors (AG0): WCS is pleased with the Administration’s agenda to protect
and effectively manage our natural areas by encouraging American citizens, community groups,
and all levels of government to share a leadership role in preserving our natural heritage. WCS
supports the AGO Initiative’s emphasis on landscape-scale conservation promoting landscape
connectivity and the protection of wildlife corridors. This connectivity is particularly important
for some of the wide-ranging species that are conservation priorities for WCS, such as the
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wolverine, Pronghorn antelope, and grizzly bear. Fully-funding the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF), as the FY12 President’s Budget requests, would also invest in
federal and state land acquisition that could help protect these critical wildlife corridors. WCS
applauds DOI’s goal of encouraging youth to connect with nature as a key component of the
AGO Initiative. The Youth in Natural Resources Initiative includes a $2 million increase in
funding for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to, in part, foster youth education
programs in classrooms through public-private partnerships with NGOs and others with a focus
on preserving and protecting priority species and their habitats. According to the DOI, federal
funding will leverage at least an equal amount of private contributions, with a historical ratio of
two to one, or more.

Bureau of Land Management (BLM):

Eco-regional Assessments: As energy development, urban growth and climate change continue
to negatively impact wildlife and their habitat, a landscape-scale conservation strategy is needed.
Unfortunately, BLM land use policies historically have been driven by local considerations with
decisions made at the Field Office level. WCS is keenly interested in BLM’s planned efforts to
assess the regional impacts on wildlife in high priority energy development areas such as the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A) and along the Path of the Pronghorn in Wyoming,.
WCS has a long history of working to ensure a balance of both wildlife protection for migratory
birds, caribou and musk oxen in key areas of the NPR-A. Our goal is to help the oil and gas
industry minimize potential impacts to wildlife as they begin to pursue development in Arctic
Alaska. WCS recommends a permanent prohibition on leasing in the “Special Areas” of
Teshekpuk Lake, Utukok River Uplands, and the Colville River. At the same time, Special Areas
should remain open for managed subsistence hunting by Native Alaskans. WCS conservationists
also seek to address disturbances to wildlife migration patterns, such as the Path of the
Pronghorn, as energy development degrades and fragments wintering habitat across the Upper
Green River Valley in western Wyoming. Proactive and strategic regional assessments by the
BLM are critical to supporting the agency in properly managing these ecosystems. Through the
Healthy Landscapes program, these assessments will improve understanding of the existing
condition of BLM landscapes at a broader level. WCS believes this is an important strategy to
address major stressors on wildlife and recommends continued significant funding for landscape-
scale habitat conservation through the Healthy Landscapes initiative. WCS is also encouraged by
the new Wild Lands Policy, which aims to ensure that all BLM lands with wilderness
characteristics have been accurately inventoried. Additionally, WCS appreciates the opportunity
to weigh in with other public stakeholders on the designation of Wild Lands.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USFWS State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program (SWG): The State and Tribal Wildlife Grants
program gives states and tribes funding to develop and implement comprehensive conservation
plans to protect declining wildlife and habitats before protection under the Endangered Species
Act is necessary. This important program is supported by more than 6,200 organizations that
have formed a national bipartisan coalition called Teaming with Wildlife of which WCS is a
steering committee member. WCS recommends Congress at least maintain funding at $95
million in FY12 for State Wildlife Grants to implement State Wildlife Action Plans, In helping to
leverage these funds, WCS continues its highly successful Climate Adaptation Fund grants
program with support from the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation. The Fund provides grants to
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non-profit conservation organizations and state wildlife agencies working to ensure the ability of
wildlife to adapt to a changing climate through applied, on-the-ground projects that demonstrate
effective conservation actions. Since 2006 this WCS-administered fund has awarded 81 grants
for $7.2 million to a wide variety of stakeholder groups that impact wildlife conservation in 46
states, including funding the State of Idaho’s work to protect wildlife corridors. WCS is doing its
part to leverage federal funding for this program by providing private funding opportunities. At
the same time, a greater need remains. In addition to the domestic investments by DOI, WCS
supports the department’s international programs that have a broad global impact. The remainder
of my testimony will focus on international investments at DOI and USDA.

Multinational Species Conservation Fund (MSCF): The U.S. has a legacy of leading
international wildlife conservation efforts and the MSCF program exemplifies this by being the
only dedicated source for global species conservation by any government donor. The MSCF has
been catalytic in paving the way for long-term investments in a particular landscape. It
contributed to the discovery of over 1.2 million animals in Southern Sudan, including 8,000
African elephants. This discovery has triggered the creation of Boma National Park in the
world’s youngest nation -- one that has survived human conflict and decades of war. The MSCF
has made similar investments throughout its existence since 1990. The world celebrated the Year
of the Tiger in 2010 while the remaining 3,000 wild tigers continued to battle dire circumstances.
The Rhino-Tiger Fund is trying to reverse the decline of the tiger that is threatened by loss of
prey, habitat loss, climate change, poaching for the illegal trade in tiger parts, and disease. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is doing its part in showcasing the United States as a leader in
tiger conservation as evidenced at the International Tiger Summit in St. Petersburg, Russia which
was the first-ever Heads of State summit dedicated to a single species. This signals strong
commitment from the international community to saving the last remaining iconic species, an
aspect exemplified by the MSCF program which has had a history of making strategic
investments. From 2005 - 2009, a little more than $45 million in grants for rhinos, tigers,
elephants, great apes and turtles to 256 national and international groups leveraged more than
$75 million in additional support. As for doing our part, WCS’s Bronx Zoo Congo Gorilla Forest
exhibit, which opened in 1999, has attracted visitors to allocate a portion of their admission fee —
a total of more than $10.6 million — directly to field conservation projects in Central Africa’s
Congo Basin. WCS remains committed to find similar ways to support this U.S. government
investment despite times of financial crisis. We support the FY 10 enacted levels ($11.5 million)
for this program in FY12 while seeking an additional $1 million to address the plight of tigers.

Wildlife Without Borders Global and Regional Programs:. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
administered Wildlife Without Borders (WWB) programs are a great investment in addressing
cross-cutting threats to ecosystems and wildlife such as disease outbreaks in amphibians,
providing solutions to protein-source crisis for food-scarce rural communities through addressing
bushmeat issues etc. WWB is making lasting impacts through capacity building, technical
support and training, local community education and citizen science. From 2005-2009, the
WWB program across Africa, Latin America, the Caribbean and the Russian Far East awarded
over $12 million and leveraged an additional $22 million dollars in direct conservation
assistance. In recent years, this program has established a Critically Endangered Species
Conservation Fund, which has begun investing in modest level support to the most dire species
in need such as Andean cats and Ethiopian wolves. Other noteworthy efforts supported by this
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program include the Bushmeat-free Eastern Africa Network (BEAN) and MENTOR Fellowship
Program which has supported wildlife professionals from eastern African nations to gain skills to
address conservation challenges such as bushmeat. WCS recommends that the overall funding
for the Wildlife Without Borders Global and Regional Programs receive $8.4 million in FY12,

U.S. Forest Service, International Program

The Forest Service International Program is an essential U.S. agency in combating the flow of
illegal timber into the global marketplace. Illegal logging impacts to several U.S. forestry
industries translates to approximately $1 billion in losses annually as American business are
undersold by the cheaper illegal supply. Not only is illegal logging damaging to the environment
but it is also undercutting the U.S. forest products industry. Legally and sustainably harvested
U.S. timber cannot compete with cheap illegal wood, and it is costing American jobs. FSIP is the
one of the most important entities representing the U.S. forest products industry in international
trade agreements, and its unmatched expertise is required by the Department of State and the
U.S. Trade Representatives. Besides being uniquely positioned to promote forest conservation
around the globe by drawing on the agency’s diverse workforce of scientists, resource managers,
international specialists and conservation biologists, FSIP has increasingly leveraged modest
funding from Congress to make a big impact for the U.S. taxpayer. For every federal dollar
invested in FSIP, four additional dollars is leveraged in matching funds and other contributions
from partners. In recent years, FS IP has helped researchers in the Russian Far East to monitor
the populations of Amur leopards and Siberian tigers by ensuring a healthy and abundant prey
base or food source for the big cats. The FY12 President’s Budget request eliminates the line-
item for this vital program. Restoring support for this program at a minimum at FY 10 enacted
levels of $9.8 million is needed to sustain and enhance these important activities.

e

U.S. National Park Service, International Program

In 1961, the U.S. government initiated its first international conservation program with the
creation of the Office of International Affairs (OIA). Since then, this office has facilitated
technical assistance and exchange projects with counterpart agencies globally building on the
legacy of American leadership in national parks management. Thanks to this program, NPS is
working on collaborative areas of trans-frontier concern, including at the Beringia Shared
Heritage Initiative (U.S. - Russia), and Big Bend/Rio-Bravo (U.S. — Mexico). The international
work conducted by NPS is not only about helping other countries protect their parks and
heritage. It is about bringing home best practices and learning from international engagement
that could benefit the American national park system. WCS recommends $1 million for this
office in FY12 and encourages a strategic conversation with stakeholders that would draw on
common objectives of parks and protected area management particularly in trans-frontier
collaborative initiatives.

In conclusion, I appreciate the opportunity to share WCS’s perspectives and make a case for
increased investment in conservation in the FY 12 Interior, EPA and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act. Conservation of public lands is an American tradition and, as far back as
1909, Theodore Roosevelt recognized that the management of our natural resources requires
coordination between all nations. Continued investment in conservation will improve our
economic and national security while reaffirming our global position as a conservation leader.
Thank you.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Questions, comments?

Mr. MoORAN. No. Very good testimony. Excellent. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. We appreciate it. Thank you.

Mr. MORAN. And a great program.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next, we have Desiree Sorenson-Groves, Vice
President for Government Affairs, National Wildlife Refuge Asso-
ciation. Hi, how are you doing?

Ms. SORENSON-GROVES. I am good. How are you?

Mr. SimpsoN. Excellent.

FriDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS

DESIREE SORENSON-GROVES, VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENT AF-
FAIRS, NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE ASSOCIATION

Ms. SORENSON-GROVES. So I am Desiree. I am with the National
Wildlife Refuge Association and I am speaking on behalf of myself
and also over 190 refuge friends organizations including Friends of
Southeast Idaho Refuges, Friends of Potomac Refuges and numer-
ous ones all over the country. We are working on Wyoming. And
we also serve as the chair of the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge
Enhancement. It is called CARE, a very diverse group of conserva-
tion and hunting organizations from Audubon to Ducks Unlimited
to the NRA to Defenders of Wildlife, and as you can imagine, we
do not agree on much.

But the one thing we do agree on is refuge funding, and in fact,
Chairman Simpson, you might remember a couple years ago we
came in to visit you, and as we were walking past the wolf in the
back of your office, you asked the folks from Defenders and the Sa-
fari Club how does that work, and you might remember the gen-
tleman from the Safari Club looked at you and said, you know, sir,
we do not agree on much but the one thing we do agree on is ref-
uge funding, we see eye to eye. And that pretty much sums up the
refuge system. It is unlikely you will find a more diverse constitu-
ency for probably any federal program. I mean, that is just the way
it is.

We thank you for the past increases leading up to fiscal year
2010, which is $503 million, which enabled the refuge system to
emerge from dark days of refuge closing. And I have got to tell you,
you know, Tom’s comment about Park Service endangered species,
Park Service employees, well, at the refuge system, they were ex-
tinct. So it was pretty bad, pretty dark days. And now fiscal year
2010 is the highest point in refuge funding but that is still 45 per-
cent less than what the refuge system truly needs. The true need
for the refuge system is actually $900 million annually. So they are
still operating under, you know, incredible challenges.

So we do not know what the fiscal year 2011 number is yet. They
are still working that out. But any cut however small has a serious
impact on refuges, especially when you are talking about an agency
that has no fat to cut. The truth is, actually refuges need a small
increase every year just to maintain what they are doing. That
used to be $15 million annually. Now with the budget freeze, that
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has gone to $8 million, and that is our request, is an $8 million
increase for fiscal year 2012.

Now, we understand that that is pretty tough given these kind
of times but that is not even the true need. If you look at the man-
agement capability needs from fiscal year 2010, it would be $15
million for fiscal year 2011 and then another $8 million for fiscal
year 2012. So for the first time in our history as the CARE coali-
tion, we are, in our minds, asking for a cut, and we have never
done that before. That was some serious arguments around the
table, let me tell you.

So we know that fiscal year 2012 is going to be tough but we
wanted to give you kind of a sense of what would happen on the
ground, especially if you went back to fiscal year 2008 numbers. I
know that is something that you guys are thinking about. Well,
that is about a 20 percent in funding for the refuge system. Hun-
dreds of staff would be eliminated. Fifty-four visitors centers would
close, 11 would not open. Hunting on 48 refuges, fishing on 45
would be eliminated, and the system’s inventory and monitoring
program we just started would be curtailed. And that is particu-
larly troublesome, considering when the oil spill was coming a year
ago, none of the refuges—well, none of the refuges nationwide have
a comprehensive inventory. They do not know what they have. I
mean, this is kind of mind-boggling because it is because of funding
costs, they just do not have the ability to figure out what they
have. So it is hard for them to know what they should manage
more. To this date, the only refuges in the entire system, 553 ref-
uges, that actually have a comprehensive inventory are the ones
that were in the path of the oil. That is it. And if we had not had
that, then when we talk about, you know, getting compensation
from BP, there is no way that they could prove it.

But the truth is, when it comes to that, the people who are most
impacted are the users of the refuge system. Friends and volun-
teers provide 20 percent of all the work done on national wildlife
refuges. That is the equivalent of 648 full-time staff, and that is
from, you know, Fish and Wildlife Service is only—refuge system
is only about 3,500 staff, so it is an enormous impact on the
grounds. And those are some of the programs that will get cur-
tailed. They are the first things to go.

The other people on the ground, I wanted to bring a couple pic-
tures. This is from Mayor Dennis Fife. He is from Brigham City,
Utah, and I think this photo kind of sums it up. This is the arch-
way and it says welcome to Brigham, gateway to the world’s great-
est wild bird refuge. They love their refuge. And in his words, you
know, business owners in his city depend on the refuge because
people use their stores, their restaurants and everything there.
Doug Wood, he is a professor at—this is not Doug Wood, by the
way. He is a professor at Southeastern Oklahoma State University.
He uses the Tishomingo National Wildlife Refuge to teach his stu-
dents how to do research, his biology students, and so right here
they are birding prothonotary warblers, which at this refuge are on
the very edge of their range. If he was not doing this, the refuge
staff would not be getting information about these species, and you
know, the folks would not be learning. And then last I have Tim
Reynolds. He is from Rigby, Idaho, a hunter and a bird watcher,
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interestingly enough, and he is really concerned about budget cuts
because at the Camas Refuge, which is where he goes, it costs be-
tween $60,000 and $90,000 annually to manage the wetlands for
waterfowl, and with budget cuts, the refuge system is already
thinking about managing only for upland habitat, not for wetlands,
so the hunting is going to go. The birds will go. So it’s just one of
those impacts.

Refuges are economic engines in these local communities. They
provide $4 in economic return for every $1 that you guys appro-
priate, which is pretty significant, and they are a cheap date. They
only cost $3.36 per acre to manage, which is the least amount of
any public land management agency.

So I thank you for considering our request, and I hope all of you
go to a national wildlife refuge over your recess.

[The statement of Desiree Sorenson-Groves follows:]
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Desiree Sorenson-Groves

Vice President, Government Affairs, National Wildlife Refuge Association
1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 600

Washington, DC 20036

TESTIMONY
BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR,
ENVIRONMENT AND RELATED AGENCIES
CONCERNING FISCAL YEAR 2012 APPROPRIATIONS
April 1, 2011

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

On behalf of the National Wildlife Refuge Association (NWRA) and its membership comprised of
current and former refuge professionals, Friends organization affiliates and concerned citizens,
thank you for your strong support for the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS). The
meaningful funding increases from FY 2008 — FY 2010 allowed the System to emerge from the
years of declining budgets that followed the 2003 Refuge Centennial. Unfortunately, the
President’s FY 2012 budget request of flat funding from FY 2010 represents a $23 million cut
when factoring in the amount the Refuge System needs annually to maintain existing management
capabilities and will result in a dramatic reduction in what refuges will be able to do on the ground.

The NWRA appreciates the opportunity to offer comments on the fiscal year 2012 Interior
Appropriations bill and we respectfully request the Subcommittee support the following funding
allocations for programs in the NWRS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS):

$511 million for the operations and maintenance (O&M) accounts of the NWRS;
$27 million for Refuge Revenue Sharing;

$900 million for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), including $140 million
for the NWRS;

$20.2 million for Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) in the FWS;

$20 million for Inventory and Monitoring for refuges;

$37 million for the NWRS construction account for large scale restoration projects,
visitors centers and energy efficiency projects;

$80 million for NWRS Visitors Services;

$39 million for Refuge Law Enforcement

$5 million for the management of the new Pacific Marine Monuments;

$65 million for the FWS’ Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program;

$95 million for the State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program;

$50 million for the North American Wetlands Conservation Fund;

$6.5 million for the Neotropical Migratory Bird Fund;

$8.4 million for Wildlife Without Borders;

$8.5 million for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) in the FWS’
Resource Management General Administration apprepriation.

National Wildlife Refuge Funding — O&M and Construction
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The NWRA chairs the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement (CARE), a diverse coalition
of 21 sporting, conservation, and scientific organizations representing over 14 million Americans
that works to support the Refuge System’s ability to accomplish its mission. After years of flat
budgets, Congress in recent years has demonstrated a commitment to fund our national wildlife
refuges, and the increases from FY 2008 — FY 2010 allowed for the suspension of workforce
downsizing plans that outlined an eventual 20% reduction in overall staffing levels. Even so,
CARE estimates that the Refuge System needs at least $900 million in annual funding to properly
administer its 150 million acres and remains committed to aiming for this goal.

NWRA respectfully requests that you provide $511 million in FY 2012 for Refuge System
Operations and Maintenance (O&M). We estimate the refuges need af least $526 million to
maintain management capabilities from FY 2010; our request represents a sacrifice as we deal with
our nation’s fiscal crisis.

This $511 million request for refuge O&M includes $8 million for inflationary costs, which, due to
the freeze on federal salaries, is less than the annual adjustment of af least $15 million for inflation
the System ordinarily needs just to maintain management capabilities, including rent, utilities,
salaries, concrete, gas and steel — everything a refuge needs to function. In fact, the $15 million
needed for FY 2011 added to the $8 million needed for FY 2012 combines to a real need of ar
least $23 million to cover inflation since FY 2010, for a total “status quo™ budget of $526 million
for FY 2012. Our request of $511 million is a reasonable amount for the Service to maintain most
management capabilities for next year. Without providing adequate funding for these fixed costs,
refuges will simply be unable to maintain current programs and public services, and the backlog
will grow.

Refuges have almost $1 billion worth of construction needs, including the replacement of
deteriorating structures that are becoming more expensive to maintain. We request flat funding for
the System’s construction budget at $37 million, including funds for large-scale habitat
restoration. Funds for new visitor/administration centers, including those at the Potomac River
Refuges near Washington D.C. and the Sherburne NWR outside Minnesota’s Twin Cities, will
provide a net benefit in efficiencies and in economic impact. Refuges with a broad range of
programs create more service industry jobs and more income for local communities.

Supporting Jobs and Leveraging American Volunteerism

Refuges are economic engines in local communities, returning on average $4 in economic activity
for every $1 appropriated by Congress. Nationwide this equates to over $2 billion in annual
economic impact. Refuges are job creators; more than 30,000 jobs — largely in the private sector —
are attributed to refuge-related activities. Ecosystem restoration activities deliver the biggest
payloff, where $1 million invested creates 30 jobs, while $1 million invested in recreation creates
22 jobs. Refuges provide significant bang for the buck, despite receiving the least amount per acre
of all land management agencies. Refuges are managed with $3.36 per acre while the National
Forest Service and National Park Service receive $32.25 and $37.11 per acre, respectively.

Refuges are also vital places for the American people to connect with nature and volunteer.
Currently, refuge Friends and volunteers do approximately 20% of all work on refuges, the
equivalent of 648 full time employees. We request $80 million for Visitors Services for the
NWRS. The Administration’s proposed $2.3 million cut to Visitors Services represents a cut to the
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programs that oversee volunteers and thereby a marked decline in the work volunteers are able to
contribute, leaving that work essentially undone.

Using Science to Guide Adaptive Management

The FWS and the Refuge System are developing landscape level strategies to address habitat
changes due to shifting land use, increasing human population, the spread of invasive species and
changing climates. But the need is urgent and time is of the essence — especially with species on
the verge of collapse in locations such as Alaska and Hawaii. We strongly support the FWS
initiative to establish Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) to bring the best science to
bear to help local, state and federal agencies make the most educated management decisions. We
recommend an allocation of $20.2 million to fund LCCs in FY12, building upon the initial LCC
investments in FY 2010.

NWRA further recommends an allocation of $20 millien for the System’s Inventory and
Monitoring program. As the Gulf oil spill showed, basic inventories of our natural assets are
crucial if the American people are to recoup costs in the event of manmade disasters.

Commitment to Refuge Communities — Refuge Revenue Sharing

The Refuge System uses the net income derived from use permits, timber harvests, and so on to
make payments to local counties or communities to offset lost tax revenue, and relies on
Congressional appropriations to the Refuge Revenue Sharing program to compensate for the
shortfall between revenues and obligations. Due to declining revenue and lack of appropriations,
the Service has been paying less than 50% of its tax-offset obligations since 2001. This has a
measurable impact on local communities that is felt even more starkly in difficult economic times -
and it creates severe strain in relations between the federal units and their local community,
threatening the goodwill and partnerships that are keystones of successful conservation. NWRA
requests $27 million for the Refuge Revenue Sharing Pregram, which, in recognition of the
President’s proposal to zero out funding, is still only half of what is needed. The NWRA also calls
for a review of the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act of 1935 as amended, and consideration of
conversion to a Payment-in-Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program to be consistent with the National Park
Service, the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service and to provide Refuge
communities with more equitable payments.

Partnerships and Strategic Growth

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program is a powerful tool for working with private landowners
to collaboratively conserve refuge landscapes. The program consistently leverages federal dollars
for conservation, generating between $4-$10 in conservation return for every $1 appropriated, and
has been key to the success of many iconic landscape conservation projects. In the past two years,
the Wyoming Landscape Conservation Initiative used $454,000 in habitat restoration and
enhancement to leverage an additional $1.4 million from private partners! But the Partners
program saw its purchasing power erode between 8-24% in 2010 due to rising diesel fuel and seed
costs. If funded at its authorized level of $75 million, the program would net at least $300 million
worth of additional conservation. NWRA requests an FY 12 appropriation of $65 million for the
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program, a $5 million increase to maintain capabilities.

NWRA also calls upon Congress to fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
at its authorized level of $900 million, with 75% devoted across agencies to investments in iconic
landscapes. Created in 1965 and authorized at $900 million per year (more than $3 billion in
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today’s dollars), the LWCF is our most important land acquisition tool. With more than 8 million
acres still unprotected within existing designated refuge boundaries, and the need to establish key
wildlife corridors and connections between protected areas, the LWCF is more important than ever.
In 2011, NWRA recommends that Congress approve LWCF funding to support projects such as:

Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge (UT) — $1.4 million;
Blackwater NWR (MD) — $1.5 million;

Cache River NWR (AR) - $4.25 million;

Connecticut River - Silvio O. Conte NFWR (NH, VT, MA, CT) - $6.5 million;
Everglades Headwaters NWR (FL) — $10 million;

Flint Hills Legacy Conservation Area (KS) — $5 million;
Nestucca Bay NWR (OR) — $2 million;

Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Area (MT) — $8 million;
Rhode Island NWR Complex (RI) — $3.28 million;

Southeast Louisiana Refuge Complex (LA) — $500,000;
Stillwater NWR (NV) ~ $3 million to acquire water rights.
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There are several additional extremely worthy refuge land acquisitions advocated for by refuge
“Friends” organizations and refuge partners and we have provided the Subcommittee with those
requests in a separate document.

The NWRA also urges the Subcommittee to appropriate $95 million for the State and Tribal
Wildlife Grants Program to implement State Wildlife Action Plans; $50 million for the North
American Wetlands Conservation Fund; $6.5 million for the Neotropical Migratory Bird
Conservation Fund and $8.5 million for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

Returning to FY 2008 Funding Levels

Some in Congress have recommended returning to FY 2008 funding levels; we must caution that

this would have immediate and severe impacts to our national wildlife refuges. With the System

already 44% underfunded, proposals to return the agency to FY 2008 levels would result in an

estimated 20% cut to current funding and would have dramatic ramifications including:

» Elimination of hundreds of staff positions, significantly reducing the System’s ability to restore
habitats, control invasive species, maintain roads, and respond to illegal activities;

o Decline in the quality and quantity of visitor services programs, forcing an estimated 54 visitor
centers to close and preventing 11 more under construction from opening at all;

» Reduction of volunteer efforts, as cuts to staff who oversee volunteers will result in a decline in
the work volunteers are able to contribute;

» Reduction of hunting programs on an estimated 48 refuges and reduction of fishing programs
on an estimated 45 refuges;

¢ A halt on progress of the System’s inventory and monitoring program, likely reducing itto a
skeletal operation. The need for this program was made clear by the Deepwater Horizon oil
spill, which forced FWS staff to hastily catalog Gulf Coast refuge assets in order to prove
damages and recoup costs from responsible parties. Now the only refuges nationwide with a
comprehensive inventory of species and water quality are those that were in the path of oil.

In conclusion, the NWRA believes the National Wildlife Refuge System can meet its important
conservation objectives only with strong and consistent funding leveraged by the valuable work of
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refuge volunteers. We extend our appreciation to the Subcommittee for its ongoing commitment to
our National Wildlife Refuge System.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. We appreciate your testimony. Thanks
for being here today.

Mr. MORAN. You got it all in. Nice job.

Mr. SIMPSON. We have got a series of three votes.

Mr. LEwis. Mr. Chairman, if you will, I am going to be running
all over the place as you are, but later in testimony Mr. Moran and
you will be hearing Doug Headrick from my district in southern
California. He specifically will be talking about the Santa Ana
zucker that you heard me chat with the Secretary about the other

ay.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, you mentioned that sucker.

Mr. LEwis. The one thing that we want to make certain is we
do not go down the pathway of the pattern we experienced with the
Delta smelt, and all that we can do to respond to Doug’s request,
I would appreciate. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Mr. MORAN. I would love to hear from The Wildlife Society and
%lhe ]‘J)efenders of Wildlife, but I do not know, how much time do we

ave?

Mr. SiMPSON. We have got three votes. We have five minutes left
in this one.

Mr. MoRAN. Of course, that was about two minutes ago.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, and then two 5-minute votes, and as soon as
that 5-minute vote is over, we are probably talking about quarter
til, being back here.

Mr. MORAN. I am not going to be able to be back.

Mr. SimpsoN. I will be.

Mr. MORAN. Then okay.

Mr. SiMPSON. We have five more people to testify, so if you will
be patient with us for the next 25 minutes, 20 minutes while we
go over and cast our votes for truth, justice and the American way
of life.

[Recess.]

Mr. SiMPSON. Next we have Laura Bies, the Director of Govern-
ment Affairs for The Wildlife Society. How are you doing today?

Ms. BiEs. Doing well. How are you guys?

Mr. SIMPSON. Good.

FRriDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS

LAURA BIES, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, THE WILDLIFE
SOCIETY

Ms. BiEs. Thank you for the opportunity to testify. My name is
Laura Bies. I am the Director of Government Affairs with The
Wildlife Society. We represent over 10,000 professional wildlife bi-
ologists and managers who are all dedicated to excellence in wild-
life stewardship through science and education, and I talk about
some of our priorities today and then obviously you can refer to my
written testimony for more detail.

While we fully understand the limits of the current fiscal situa-
tion, we feel Congress also has a responsibility to ensure that the
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investments of previous generations in wildlife management and
conservation are not squandered. Our land and natural resource
management agencies have built a strong foundation of responsible
science-based wildlife management and conservation over the past
century and they need the resources to continue this important
work, especially in the face of threats such as invasive species,
urban sprawl and increasing development, and climate change.

Within the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, one of these programs
is the State and Tribal Wildlife Grants program. It is the only fed-
eral program that supports states in preventing wildlife from be-
coming endangered and it is also the primary program supporting
the implementation of comprehensive wildlife conservation strate-
gies or state wildlife action plans. These detailed conservation ac-
tions are needed on the ground in every state to keep common spe-
cies common. We recommend that Congress appropriate $95 mil-
lion for State and Tribal Wildlife grants.

The National Wildlife Refuge System provides an invaluable net-
work of lands for wildlife conservation in addition to unmatched op-
portunities for outdoor recreation. Many years of stagnant budgets
have increased the operations and maintenance backlog of the sys-
tem. Refuge visitors often show up to find visitors centers closed,
hiking trails in disrepair and habitat restoration programs elimi-
nated. As a member of CARE, the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge
Enhancement, which Desiree spoke about, we recommend that
Congress provide $511 million for operation maintenance of the
National Wildlife Refuge System.

Our Bureau of Land Management lands support over 3,000 spe-
cies of wildlife, more than 300 federally proposed or listed species,
and more than 1,300 sensitive plant species. However, the BLM
currently only has about one biologist per 591,000 acres of land and
the costs they face for endangered and threatened species recovery
continue to rise.

In addition, the wildlife and the threatened and endangered spe-
cies management programs have been forced to pay for the compli-
ance activities of BLM’s energy, grazing and other non-wildlife-re-
lated program which erodes their ability to conduct proactive con-
servation activities on those lands. Given the underfunding of the
BLM’s wildlife programs combined with the tremendous expansion
of energy development across the BLM landscape that we have
seen in recent decades, we recommend funding of $40 million for
BLM’s wildlife management program.

The Wildlife Society appreciates BLM’s commitment to address-
ing the problems identified with wild horse and burro management
on their lands. The President has requested an increase of $12 mil-
lion for this program to implement a new strategy for management
and also act on recommendations provided by the Inspector Gen-
eral. We are concerned, however, about the BLM’s emphasis on fer-
tility control and their proposal to reduce the number of horses re-
moved from the range. Horses are already above the appropriate
management levels as set by BLM in most of these areas so we feel
the proposal to reduce the number of horses removed from the
range is ill-conceived. The request of $75.7 million should be pro-
vided to BLM if they continue to remove these excess horses from
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the range and also focus additional resources on habitat restora-
tion.

Within the U.S. Geological Survey, the cooperative fish and wild-
life research units play a key role in conducting research on renew-
able natural resource questions, expanding into education of grad-
uate students, providing technical assistance on natural resource
issues, and providing continued education for natural resource pro-
fessionals like our members. In 2001, Congress fully funded these
units which allowed productivity to rise to record levels. Since
then, however, budgetary shortfalls have caused an erosion of
available funds. This has resulted in a current staffing vacancy of
nearly one-quarter of the professional workforce within those units.
To fill these current vacancies, restore the seriously eroded oper-
ational funds and to enhance national program coordination, $22
million should be appropriated for the cooperative fish and wildlife
research units.

We appreciate the fiscal year 2010 funding of $15.1 million for
the National Climate change and Wildlife Science Center. The cen-
ter is going to play a really pivotal role in addressing the impacts
of climate change on fish and wildlife by providing essential sci-
en‘ﬁﬁc support, and we recommend funding for this center at $25
million.

Finally, we ask Congress to provide additional funding to fight
white nose syndrome in bats. The current loss of bat populations
from white nose syndrome is one of the most precipitous wildlife
declines really in the past century in North America and would
likely have significant ecological and economic impacts. We request
a total funding of $11.1 million for white nose syndrome research,
monitoring and response spread among the various federal agen-
cies that are involved in this effort.

Thank you for considering the views and the recommendations of
the wildlife professionals and we are available to continue working
with you and your staff throughout the process.

[The statement of Laura Bies follows:]
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY

5410 Grosvenor Lane » Bethesda, MD 20814-2144
Tel: (301) 897-9770 » Fax: (301) 530-2471
E-mail: tws@uwildlife.org

April 1,2011

House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
B-308 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Wildlife Society appreciates the opportunity to provide testimony on the FY 2012 budget for
the Department of Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies. The Wildlife Society was
founded in 1937 and is a non-profit scientific and educational association representing over
10,000 professional wildlife biologists and managers, dedicated to excellence in wildlife
stewardship through science and education. Our mission is to represent and serve the
professional community of scientists, managers, educators, technicians, planners, and others who
work actively to study, manage, and conserve wildlife and its habitats worldwide.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program is the only federal program that supports states
in preventing wildlife from becoming endangered. It is also the primary program supporting
implementation of comprehensive wildlife conservation strategies, known as State Wildlife
Action Plans, which detail conservation actions needed on the ground in every state to keep
common species common. Funding assistance for these state wildlife agencies is one of the
highest priority needs for wildlife in order to prevent further declines in at-risk wildlife
populations in every state. These grants also provide key funding to federally-recognized tribal
governments for wildlife management and conservation. We recommend Congress appropriate
$95 million for State and Tribal Wildlife Grants in FY 2012. We also ask that Congress
support a reduction in the non-federal match requirement from 50 percent to 30 percent,
relieving some of the onus of providing adequate matching funding from severely cashed-strapped
states.

The Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement (CARE) is a diverse coalition of 22 wildlife,
sporting, conservation, and scientific organizations representing over 14 million members and
supporters. A comprehensive analysis by CARE determined the National Wildlife Refuge
System needs $900 million in annual operations funding to properly administer its nearly 150
million acres, educational programs, habitat restoration projects, and much more. Many years of
stagnant budgets have increased the Operations and Maintenance backlog; refuge visitors often
show up to find visitor centers closed, hiking trails in disrepair, and habitat restoration programs
eliminated. Invasive plant species are taking over on refuges, requiring $25 million per year to
treat just one-third of its acreage, and illegal activities such as poaching are on the rise, requiring
an additional 209 officers ($31.4 million) to meet law enforcement needs. We recommend that
Congress provide $511 million in FY 2012 for the Operations and Maintenance of the
National Wildlife Refuge System.

Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education
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The North American Wetlands Conservation Act is a cooperative, non-regulatory, incentive-
based program that has shown unprecedented success in restoring wetlands, waterfowl, and other
migratory bird populations. This program has remained drastically underfunded despite its
demonstrated effectiveness. We recommend a small increase over the FY 2010 funding level of
$47.6 million, to bring the funding to $50 million in FY 2012.

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act Grants Program supports partnership
programs to conserve birds in the U.S., Latin America and the Caribbean, where approximately 5
billion birds representing 341 species spend their winters, including some of the most
endangered birds in North America. The Wildlife Society recommends Congress fund the
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act at its full authorization level of $6.5 million in
FY 2012.

The Wildlife Society supports adequate funding levels for all subactivities within the
Endangered Species Program. Endangered species recovery efforts can ultimately lead to
delisting, resulting in significant benefits to species through state management efforts. Currently,
all subactivities within the program are understaffed while the costs for management of listed
species continue to rapidly escalate. We recommend Congress match the President’s request
for the Endangered Species Program and provide $182.7 million in funding in FY2012.

The voluntary Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program provides financial and technical
assistance to landowners to restore degraded habitat on their property. With over two-thirds of
our nation’s lands held as private property, and up to 90 percent of some habitats lost, private
lands play a key role in preserving our ecosystem. We urge Congress to provide $62.19 million
in support of the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program in order to allow landowners to
help contribute to land and wildlife preservation.

Through its international programs, FWS works with many partners and countries in the
implementation of international treaties, conventions, and projects for the conservation of
wildlife species and their habitats. International trade, import, and transportation of wildlife
species can have a huge impact on America’s security, economy, and environment. Careful
regulation of imports and implementation of international policies is an important task. We ask
Congress to support FWS in protecting our economy, our environment, and our national security
by providing a necessary $12.9 million in support of FWS International Affairs,

Bureau of Land Management

BLM lands support over 3,000 species of wildlife, more than 300 federally proposed or listed
species, and more than 1,300 sensitive plant species. However, the BLM currently has only one
biologist per 591,000 acres of land and estimated costs for recovery of threatened and
endangered species on BLM lands continue to rise. In addition, the Wildlife and Fisheries
Management (WFM) and the Threatened and Endangered Species Management (TESM)
programs have been forced to pay for the compliance activities of BLM’s energy, grazing, and
other non-wildlife related programs, eroding both their ability to conduct proactive conservation
activities and their efforts to recover listed species. This diversion of funding must be stopped.
Given the significant underfunding of the BLM’s wildlife programs, combined with the
tremendous expansion of energy development across the BLM landscape, we recommend

Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education 2
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Congress appropriate $40 million for BLM Wildlife Management. This will allow BLM to
maintain and restore wildlife and habitat by monitoring habitat conditions, conducting
inventories of wildlife resources, and developing cooperative management plans.

Increased funding is also needed for the Threatened and Endangered Species Management
Program, to allow BLM to meet its responsibilities in endangered species recovery plans.
BLM’s March 2001 Report to Congress called for a doubling of the Threatened and Endangered
Species budget to $48 million and an additional 70 staff positions over 5 years. This goal has yet
to be met. In light of this, we strongly encourage Congress to increase overall funding for
BLM’s endangered species program to $33 million in FY 2012.

The Wildlife Society appreciates the commitment of BLM to addressing the problems associated
with Wild Horse and Burro Management. The president has requested an increase of $12
million to allow BLM to implement a new strategy for WHB management and act on
recommendations provided in late 2010 by the Office of the Inspector General (OIG). The
Wildlife Society is concerned about BLM’s emphasis on fertility control and its proposals to
reduce the number of feral horses round-ups held in FY 2012. Horses are already above
Appropriate Management Levels (set by BLM) in most areas, so the proposal to reduce the
numbers of horses removed from the range is ill-conceived at best.

Given that horses and burros have been maintained above the Appropriate Management Level
for many years, we believe that additional funding should be requested to correct the habitat
damage that has occurred due to overpopulation of these animals. The requested $75.7 million
should be provided to BLM if they continue removing excess horses from the range at a
reasonable rate and focus additional resources on habitat restoration.

U.S. Geological Survey

The basic, objective, and interdisciplinary scientific research that is supported by the USGS is
necessary for understanding the complex environmental issues facing our nation today. This
science will play an essential role in the decision-making processes of natural resource managers
as we adapt to climate change, and it will help protect our water supply and conserve endangered
species. More investment is needed to strengthen USGS partnerships, improve monitoring,
produce high-quality geospatial data, and deliver the best science to address critical
environmental and societal challenges. The Wildlife Society supports funding of at least $1.2
billion for USGS in FY 2012,

The Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Units (CFWRUs) conduct research on renewable
natural resource questions, participate in the education of graduate students, provide technical
assistance and consultation on natural resource issues, and provide continuing education for
natural resource professionals. In FY 2001, Congress fully funded the CFWRUs, allowing unit
productivity to rise to record levels. Since then, budgetary shortfalls have caused an erosion of
available funds, resulting in a current staffing vacancy of nearly one quarter of the professional
workforce, In order to fill current vacancies, restore seriously eroded operational funds for each
CFWRU, and enhance national program coordination, the FY 2012 budget for the CFWRUs
should be increased to $22 million. This would restore necessary capacity in the CFWRU
program and allow it to meet the nation’s research and training needs.

Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education 3
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The Wildlife Society appreciates the FY 2010 funding of $15.1 million for the National Climate
Change and Wildlife Science Center. This center will play a pivotal role in addressing the
impacts of climate change on fish and wildlife by providing essential scientific support. In order
for this role to be fully realized, funding must increase. The Wildlife Society recommends that
Congress fund the National Climate Change and Wildlife Science Center at $25 million in
FY 2012.

U.S. Forest Service

Our national forests and grasslands are essential to the conservation of our nation’s wildlife and
habitat, and are home to about 425 threatened and endangered, and another 3,250 at-risk species.
In FY 2011, the Forest Service combined several programs and budgets, including Vegetation
and Watershed Management, Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management, and Forest Products
into a single Integrated Resource Restoration activity budget. We are concerned with this merger
because it makes accountability to stakeholders and Congress more difficult. However, with
these reservations noted, we urge Congress to support the request of $854.242 million for the
Integrated Resource Restoration program in FY 2012.

Integral to management of our natural resources is a deep understanding of the biological and
geological forces that shape the land and its wildlife and plant communities. The research being
done by the USFS is at the forefront of science, and essential to improving the health of our
nation’s forests and grasslands. Furthermore, it will play a key role in developing strategies for
mitigating the effects of climate change. We urge Congress to provide $312 million in FY 2012
for Forest and Rangelands to support this high-quality research.

White Nose Syndrome (A Crosscutting Program)

Finally, we ask Congress to provide additional funding to fight White Nose Syndrome (WNS) in
bats. The current loss of bat populations from WNS represents one of the most precipitous
wildlife declines in the past century in North America, and will likely have significant ecological
and economic consequences throughout the United States. Experts have recommended that $45
million will be needed over the next § years to study and combat WNS.

Federal agencies play a critical role in WNS response. The Fish and Wildlife Service is the lead
agency, coordinating the nationwide effort to combat the disease and granting federal monies to
state wildlife agencies to assist in their WNS response. The U.S. Geological Survey is
conducting research vital to understanding this previously unknown disease. The National Park
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Forest Service are involved on their lands in
monitoring and surveying bat populations, implementing decontamination measures with
visitors, managing and closing caves, improving bat habitat, educating the public about WNS,
and other activities. The Department of Defense monitors, surveys, and implements conservation
measures for bat populations on its lands as well. We request a total funding level of $11.1
million for WNS research, monitoring, and response among these agencies in FY 2012.

Thank you for considering the recommendations of wildlife professionals. Please contact Laura

Bies, Director of Government Affairs at (301) 897-9770 x 308 if you require further information
or have any additional questions.

Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education 4
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Mr. SiMPsSON. Thank you. We look forward to working with you
on this and finding out what a white nose bat is. I appreciate it.
Thank you.

Ms. BIES. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Next, we have Mary Beth Beetham, Legislative Di-
rector of the Defenders of Wildlife.

FRrRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS

MARY BETH BEETHAM, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, DE-
FENDERS OF WILDLIFE

Ms. BEETHAM. Thank you very much for the opportunity to tes-
tify. I really appreciate it. Defenders of Wildlife has more than 1
million members and supporters around the country, and we are
dedicated to the conservation of wild animals and plants in their
natural communities.

Even in these challenging budget times, Defenders continues to
believe that investments in the protection of wildlife are a wise
choice for our Nation. To protect wildlife, its habitat must be pro-
tected, which in turn protects healthy natural systems that provide
clean air, clean water, food, medicines and other products we all
need to live healthy lives. Federal programs that protect imperiled
species, migratory birds, refuges, forests and other lands essential
to wildlife conservation, as I am sure you well know, are therefore
all going to ultimately support the health and well-being of the
American people.

The devastating Deepwater Horizon oil spill offered a valuable
but unfortunate lesson in the importance of a healthy Gulf Coast
ecosystem for the families and the communities dependent upon it.
Moreover, the American public cares deeply about wildlife con-
servation as they demonstrate by opening their pocketbooks and
spending about $120 billion every year on wildlife-associated recre-
ation.

The programs that Defenders highlights in our written testimony
are the ones under the subcommittee’s jurisdiction that we think
are the most important for wildlife conservation, and we know
these are challenging budget times so we are asking that you do
as much as you can to protect them. I would like to take just a few
minutes to highlight what we think are some of the compelling
needs just as examples.

The National Wildlife Refuge System, as Desiree already men-
tioned, anchors our Nation’s wildlife conservation efforts yet flat or
declining budgets will force its return to a massive restructuring
program that will harm basic functions such as restoring habitats,
controlling illegal activities and invasive species, and working with
visitors. The special agents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Office of Law Enforcement are on the front lines between protected
plants and animals and the poachers and the smugglers who traffic
in them. The annual illegal wildlife trade is valued at $10 billion
annually and that is second only after the illegal trade in drugs
and arms yet the special agents force currently falls 23 percent
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below its authorized level and even 16 percent below its previous
high water mark.

As our Nation pursues the needed expansion of renewable energy
development, it is also important that that move forward in such
a way that wildlife protections are protected and there is no net
loss of any wildlife populations. Yet even for a species as iconic as
the golden eagle, there is not currently enough information to en-
sure that wind turbines can be sited in such a way that will pre-
vent harm.

BLM and Forest Service lands, as has already just been pre-
viously said, are becoming increasingly important to the conserva-
tion of wildlife in our country, each supporting more than 3,000
species. BLM must survey at least 400 caves, which they have not
even begun to do yet, for the presence or absence of bats in order
to begin to address white nose syndrome, which is a devastating
disease that has killed more than a million bats across the country
and is continuing to spread, and why we should care about white
nose syndrome? Well, bats are beneficial in many ways including
as voracious eaters of insects that are pests.

The Forest Service Wildlife and Fish program falls nearly $16
million below its 2001 inflation-adjusted level, so that program is
having a hard time. And they also have 19 percent fewer biologists
and botanists than they had in 1995. And while we support the Ad-
ministration’s Integrated Resource Restoration initiative, we sup-
port the stated goals of the Integrated Resource Restoration initia-
tive. We do have concerns about the adequacy of the science-based
management objectives that the agency has put forward so far and
also the conservation standards that have also been put forward at
this point, especially given that they plan to merge the wildlife and
fisheries program into Integrated Resource Restoration.

And finally, we support the Administration’s continued emphasis
on landscape-level conservation that is intended to build resilience
to broad-scale economic stressors like climate change, drought,
wildfire, invasive species and other impacts. However, as I know I
have heard you say many times and we have spoken to you about
this previously, we believe that these efforts really need to be effec-
tively and efficiently coordinated and we need to make sure there
is not duplication going on in order for them to be really effective,
and they also really need to be lifting the boats of the basic oper-
ating programs of the agency such as providing them with the in-
ventory and monitoring resources that they need. And the impacts,
and while these landscape-level projects and conservation efforts
are moving forward, the impacts of large undertakings such as the
expanded development of renewable energy should be getting con-
sidered as they are planning all their landscape-level efforts, not
separately.

So thank you very much. We appreciate the opportunity and we
look forward now that we are on to fiscal year 2012, we hope, we
look forward to working with you because we know it is going to
be a challenging year.

[The statement of Mary Beth Beetham follows:]
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Mister Chairman, Ranking Member and Members of the subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify. 1am Mary Beth Beetham, Director of Legislative Affairs for Defenders of
Wildlife. Founded in 1947, Defenders has more than one million members and supporters and is
dedicated to the conservation of wild animals and plants in their natural communities.

Even in the face of dire fiscal realities, Defenders continues to believe that investments in the
protection of wildlife and habitat are a wise choice for our nation. To protect wildlife, its habitat
must be protected, in turn, conserving healthy natural systems that provide clean air and water, food,
medicines, and other products we need to live healthy lives. Federal programs that protect imperiled
species, migratory birds, wildlife refuges, forests, parks, wilderness, and other lands essential to
wildlife all are helping to ultitnately ensure the health and well-being of the American people. The
devastating Deepwater Horizon spill offered an unfortunate but valuable lesson in the importance of
a healthy and thriving Gulf Coast system for the people and communities dependent upon it.

Defenders is strongly opposed to the massive cuts for conservation programs and the array of
damaging policy provisions included in H.R. 1, the Full Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011.
We urge restoration of funding for crucial conservation programs and believe that harmful policy
provisions have no place in any appropriations bill.

We are pleased with several high priority initiatives in the president’s FY 2012 budget, including: 1)
the continued emphasis on landscape level conservation and management efforts intended to build
tesilience to broad scale ecological stressors that are harming wildlife and habitat, such as invasive
species, wildfire, drought, and climate change — the most daunting conservation challenge of our
time and 2) the proposal to fully fund the Land and Water Consetvation Fund that includes a new
joint effort by the Departments of the Intetior and Agriculture to identify inter-departmental
priotities for land acquisition. We also are very suppottive of the administration’s effort to priotitize
the development of renewable energy as part of a strategy to address climate change, produce jobs,
and transition to a clean energy economy. The President’s budget states that various initiatives to
conduct scientific assessments, plan, and manage at the landscape level across agencies will be
coordinated under Cooperative Landscape Conservation and will help to support mission critical
operating programs of the various agencies, something we believe is of the utmost importance if
these initiatives are to realize their full potential. Moreover, the impacts of significant undertakings,
such as the expansion of renewable energy development on federal lands, must be adequately
considered in the context of landscape level conservation with proper siting, management, and
mitigation of these projects to avoid significant impacts on wildlife and other sensitive resources.

We urge the subcommittee to do as much as possible to protect the accounts of the Fish and

Wildlife Service (FWS), our nation’s premier wildlife conservation agency. We strongly support the

following modest increases:

e To continue progress in building resilience to landscape level ecological stressors, the
administration’s request for a total of $37.5 million for Cooperative Landscape Conservation and
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Adaptive Science Capacity that will complete establishment of the 18 Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives that will be led by FWS out of a total of 21. These funds also will be used to meet
additional scientific information needs such as inventory and monitoring and species risk,
vulnerability, population, and habitat assessments. In continuing this initiative, effective
coordination of landscape level and scientific efforts across agencies and departments and with
partners and stakeholders is absolutely crucial.

e To address the needs of our nation’s most vulnerable plants and animals, a total of §195.8
million for Endangered Species operating accounts, $13.2 million over the request, allocated as
follows: $12.6 million for Candidate Conservation, the FY 10 level, $1.2 million over the request;
$24.6 mullion for Listing, equal to the request; $90.3 million for Recovery, $6.6 million over the
request; and $68.3 million for Consultation, $5.4 million over the request. In particular,
increases are needed in the Recovery and Consultation programs to implement consetvation
actions on the ground and to address mote than 1,000 consultations related to renewable energy
development, and a backlog of more than 1,100 pesticide re-registration and other water quality
criteria consultations. We are extremely disappointed that funding was eliminated for the Wolf
Livestock Loss Demonstration program that assists livestock producers coexisting with wolves
and for White Nose Syndrome that has decimated more than one million bats in the last several
years, and we ask that both be restored. We support the request for a legislative sub-cap on
petitions conditional on FWS making progress with listing priotity species.

¢ To maintain the National Wildlife Refuge System, a total of $511 million, 2 modest increase of
approximately $8 million over the request, as recommended by the diverse coalition of 21
organizations in the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement. The increase is focused oaly
on maintaining current management capability — such as keeping fuel in trucks and paying for
rising utilities, building rent and other costs — normally at least $15 million but reduced for FY
2012 consistent with the federal employee salaty freeze. Flat budgets or cuts in FY 2012 and the
coming years would trigger a return to a massive downsizing plan that would lead to elimination
of biological, education, hunting and fishing programs and to other devastating impacts.

¢ To minimize harm to the mission ctitical Office of Law Enforcement, a total of $67.8 million,
$5.2 million over the request but only $2 million over the FY 2010 level, focused on additional
special agents and port inspectors. We are strongly opposed to the decrease in the request for
funding that had specifically been added by Congress in the FY 2010 bill to boost numbers of
special agents — the special agent force is still 23 percent below the authorized number of 261
and even 16 percent below its previous high water mark.

¢ To support the Migratory Bird Management program, a total of $56.5 million, $2 million over
the request to address crucial needs including development of information on golden eagle
populations which recently have been discovered to be vulnerable to impacts from wind
turbines. Defenders also supports the $2 million increase in Conservation Planning Assistance
under Habitat Conservation that the request says will be used to coordinate and expedite
renewable energy project review and development while minimizing itmpacts on fish and wildlife.

s To support the Environmental Contaminants program, $16 million, $2.2 million over the
request. The progtam’s budget has been basically flat since 2001, yet resoutces are needed to
assist the ESA Consultation program in its backlogged pesticide and water quality consultations
and also to support readiness and tesponse capabilities for oil spills ot the release of other
hazardous substances.

® To sustain the Internatonal Affairs program, a total of $16.9 million, $3.9 million over the
request. Defenders is disappointed that the request included a nearly 10 percent decrease in this
very modest program. Funding is needed to support at-risk wildlife in crucial regions through
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Wildlife Without Borders regional programs; for the Critically Endangered Animals
Conservation Fund and Amphibians in Decline program; for the growing permitting, research
and monitoring workload for species subject to trade, and for other crucial priorides.

e For critical grant programs, $95 million for State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, same as the request;
$100 million for the Cooperative Endangered Species Fund, same as the request; $6.5 million for
the Neotropical Migtatory Bird Conservation Fund, $1.5 million over the request; and $13.5
million for the Multinational Species Conservation Fund, $3.75 million over the request.

The multiple-use lands of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service (FS)
are increasingly crucial to the conservation of wildlife and habitat in the United States, yet their
resources are not adequate to meet significant challenges. A top priority for Defenders is ensuring
that any renewable energy development on our multiple-use lands proceeds in a balanced way that
ensures no net loss to wildlife populations and a net benefit to the status of threatened and
endangered species. We are extremely disappointed that the comprehensive review on siting and
coordination of renewable energy projects by the Department of the Interior and the Forest Service
that was directed by the FY 2010 conference repott has yet to be submitted. We urge continued
strong oversight to ensure that any energy development is done in an environmentally sensitive
fashion. And given the large land ownerships of the two agencies, it is imperative that both
participate fully in landscape level conservation and management efforts underway.

For the Forest Service, the budget proposes two new consolidated budget line items, Integrated
Resource Restoration (IRR), as was proposed for FY 2011, and Land Management Planning,
Assessments, and Monitoring. While Defenders supports the stated goals of these consolidations to
move to a restoration and resiliency based approach to forest management and to better link
planning, assessment and monitoring to advance adaptive management, we remain highly concerned
about the adequacy of science-based management objectives and clear standards for conservation, in
particular, given previous Forest Service accountability issues, the merging of Wildlife and Fisheries
Habitat Management into IRR, and the proposed new National Forest Management Act planning
regulations that eliminate longstanding wildlife viability standards. Defenders and other
otganizations have proposed that, rather than a complete consolidation, a responsible first step
would be a program that uses portions of various program budgets until results and accountability
can be demonstrated.

We recommend the following funding for BLM and FS programs:

¢ For crosscutting BLM Cooperative Landscape Conservation, $29.5 million, $2.2 million over the
request. The increase is needed to help support the continued development of rapid ecoregional
assessments that examine ecological conditions within large landscapes to ensure that initiated
assessments are completed, that new ones are launched in priority landscapes, and that
information contained in assessments is transfetred into useful management direction.

e For BL.M Wildlife and Fisheties Management, a total of $53.3 million, $3 million over the
request and for BLM Threatened and Endangered Species Management, a total of $24. 6 million,
$2.9 million over the request. Investments in inventory and monitoring are needed to help avoid
and mitigate harmful impacts to golden eagles, bats and other wildlife species from renewable
energy development and to ascertain bat presence or absence in approximately 400 caves so that
BLM can begin to address any occurrence of White-Nose Syndrome. We also are concerned by
repotts that plant conservation will be moved from the Wildlife subactivity to Rangeland
Management, which we fear will undermine the broader conservation focus of the program.
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Fot BLM Challenge Cost Share, $9.5 million, same as the request. This program provides
crucial resources for proactive wildlife and habitat conservation projects on the ground and the
budget states that concerns raised in a 2009 Inspector General report have been addressed.

For BLM Resource Management Planning, $55 million, same as the FY 2010 level and $9.4
million over the request. We are quite concerned about the requested decrease which we
believe will hinder needed plan revisions.

For BLM’s new Renewable Energy subactivity, $19.7 million, same as the request. Given the
major effort to develop renewable energy on BLM lands, the establishment of this new
subactivity to better focus resources is a responsible step and we applaud the requested $3
million increase that will support environmental reviews.

For FS Land Management Planning, $50.9 million and for F'S Inventoty and Monitoring, $172.5
million. The proposal to consolidate these two line items cuts the total by $10.8 million even
though the FY 2010 levels for both programs are far below the 2003 inflation-adjusted level.
Robust funding for planning, supported by inventory and monitoring are crucial to move toward
a restoration and sustainability agenda.

Given the IRR proposal, it is not clear if the separate Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management
line item will still exist, however regardless of whether there is a separate or combined line item,
Defenders supports a total of at least $148 million for Wildlife and Fish output measures, just $5
million over FY 2010 that is still neatly $16 million below the FY 2001 inflation-adjusted level.
With 19 percent fewer botanists and fisheries and wildlife biologists than in 1995, Defenders is
greatly troubled about the loss of biological capability in the agency.

For FS Wildlife and Fish R&D in Forest and Rangeland Research, $32.5 million, $4.7 million
over the request allocated to the Climate Change and Water Management and Restoration
Emerging Research Areas. Given the need for science-based management on National Forest
System lands and the importance of wildlife as indicators of forest health, Defenders is
extremely disappointed in the 9 percent decrease in the request for Wildlife and Fish R&D.

The U.S. Geological Sutvey suppotts the basic science necessary for conservation of fish, wildlife
and habitat. To provide adequate science support, we urge the following increases:

For the National Climate Change and Wildlife Science Center, $25.6 million, same as the
request. We thank the subcommittee for its past strong support and are pleased with progress
being made to establish the regional science centers that will be expanded to include northeast,
south central and Pacific Island Centers with the increase.

For Ecosystems, $171.3 million, $4.9 million over the request, that will help to continue filling
scientist vacancies in the all-important Cooperative Research Units; for science support for DOI
bureaus now in the Climate and Land-Use Change activity, $9 million, same as the request, that
will assist the agencies in making scientifically-based resource management decisions; and for
Alternative Energy Studies on Wildlife now under the Energy and Minerals and Environmental
Health activity, $3 million, same as the request, to assess impacts to wildlife from wind energy
projects and to help inform siting to ensure minimal harm.

Finally, each day, 6,000 acres of open space in the U.S. is lost to habitat fragmentation and
destruction. Once there lands are lost, they can never be recovered. We urge the subcommittee to
fulfill the president’s request for full-funding of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Thank you
for the opportunity to provide testimony.
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Mr. SimPsON. Well, thank you for your testimony, and we do look
forward to working with you as we try to make a budget that
makes sense with what limited resources we are going to have in
this coming year.

Ms. BEETHAM. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPsSON. Nina Fascione. Is that even close?

Ms. FASCIONE. It was very close, actually, just about right on.
Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, the Executive Director of the Bat Con-
servation International.

FRrRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS

NINA FASCIONE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BAT CONSERVATION INTER-
NATIONAL

Ms. FASCIONE. Yes, and this, sir, is, I am afraid, a dead bat with
white nose syndrome, so I am here

Mr. SiMPSON. It is not a white nose bat, it is white nose syn-
drome?

Ms. FASCIONE. It is a fungus that is devastating bat populations
in the United States. It is a newly described newly emerging dis-
ease that was first discovered outside of a cave in Albany, New
York, in 2006, so it is brand new. It has killed more than a million
bats by far, as you have heard, although my personal opinion is
that it has destroyed at least an order of magnitude larger than
that. As you can imagine, bats are hard to count and so the num-
bers are not accurate.

Mr. SiMPsON. How does it kill them?

Ms. FASCIONE. It is a cold-loving fungus that impacts hibernating
bats, as they are hibernating in caves and mines in the winter, and
as anybody who has ever had athlete’s foot knows, when you get
a fungus, it is very itchy and irritating. It wakes the bats up from
hibernation. Their immune systems kick in and they start burning
up their fat reserves. So these bats are waking up twice as much
as they would normally without the fungus, and frankly, the cause
of death is likely starvation or dehydration. It is causing strange
bat behavior like bats flying around in the middle of winter when
tﬁey should be hibernating or during the day, and it is killing
them.

It is impacting these hibernating bats. It has so far impacted
nine species in 18 states. We heard this two days ago, Kentucky
added to the unfortunate list of states that have white nose syn-
drome. In the United States, we have 46 species of bats. Twenty-
five of those are hibernating species. So more than half of our bats
in the United States could be impacted by this disease. And you
heard my predecessor saying that scientists really are calling this
the most precipitous decline in wildlife in North America.

A little bit more about the economic benefits of bats. They really
do provide enormous benefits to humans. They eat bugs and they
happen to have a preference for bugs that eat crops, the cotton
bollworm and insect pests that destroy potato, cotton and corn
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crops. They are enormously beneficial to farmers, and in fact, a
study that came out just two weeks ago in the journal Science, a
prestigious journal by really some of the Nation’s top bat biologists,
estimated that bats save farmers in the United States between
$3.7 billion and $5.3 billion a year. With the loss of bats at this
rate, farmers can start seeing impacts within the next four to five
years. It is going to mean their costs go up in pesticides and obvi-
ously more pesticides means more chemicals in our environment, so
it is really an unfortunate situation all around.

In fact, I said the number one million is probably conservative,
but if you just take that one million figure, one million bats would
eat 700 tons of insects a year.

Mr. SimMPSON. I like bats.

Ms. FASCIONE. So two of the species that are impacted of the
nine are endangered federally listed, the gray bat and Indiana bat.
The gray bat in fact was doing well under the Endangered Species
Act. We were working to delist it until this disease came along.
Ninety percent of the gray bat population is in less than ten caves,
so if those caves get hit with the fungus, they are likely goners.
And these impacts of these species and other potential species that
might be potentially listed could have impacts on mining, forestry,
construction, transportation and even tourism, so there could be
very wide-ranging impacts of possible future listings for bats or
frankly cave invertebrates that are impacted with the loss of bats
in the cave ecosystems.

Many agencies, frankly all the agencies, have been looking at
this disease because it is so far-reaching, and in fact, I brought a
map to share with you as well. So the Fish and Wildlife Service has
been the lead agency on this and they have been working on under-
standing the disease, how it spreads, surveillance, monitoring and
stopping the spread, which will require public education and out-
reach. We are requesting $11.1 million to continue working on this
disease, and we believe that this is a case of where an ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure because of these economic benefits
from bats and the loss which could be so devastating.

The impacts are going to be at both state and federal levels. We
understand this is a very tight economic time but this request is
really—the agencies have been pouring funding into this already by
necessity. This increase is actually just $4.8 million above what
they have been doing, and again, is well worth it in the long run.

So thank you very much for the opportunity to talk about this
disease, and I will share these maps. One is of our current white
nose syndrome range and then we just this week created a map
with—the gray area is Car System in the western United States,
so these are areas where bats will be hibernating. The brown area
is where two of the most common species reside, which basically
shows that this could spread through the entire Nation including
those areas in the West, and because you said you like bats, this
is the newest issue of our magazine where we highlight different
species. Hopefully you think some of them are pretty cool.

[The statement of Nina Fascione follows:]
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House Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies

Testimony of Nina Fascione, Executive Director, Bat Conservation International,
regarding funding for a Fiscal Year 2012 national strategy to address
the bat disease White-nose Syndroeme

Good morning, Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, and members of the
Subcommittee. My name is Nina Fascione, and | am Executive Director of Bat Conservation
International (BCI). Based in Austin, Texas, with a membership of more than 10,000 people
from all 50 of the United States, BCI conducts and supports science-based research, education,
and conservation to ensure that bats will still be helping to maintain healthy environments and
human economies far into the future. [ am here today to request $11.1 million in Fiscal Year
(FY) 2012 funding for a national strategy to address White-nose Syndrome (WNS), a disease
decimating North American bats. Numerous Federal agencies are involved in WNS response:
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, the National Park Service, Bureau of
Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, and the Department of Defense.

WNS poses the gravest threat ever faced by bats of the United States. Since its discovery in
2006, the disease has killed well over one million bats. It is named for a previously unknown,
cold-loving white fungus found on the faces and wings of infected bats that is believed to cause
the disease. WNS-infected bats awaken frequently during hibernation, burning the fat reserves
they need to survive the winter. They often emerge early from hibernation, before the return of
warm weather and insects, only to freeze or starve to death. The disease or its associated fungus
has spread to 17 states and three Canadian provinces in the five years since WNS was first
observed in a cave near Albany, New York. The northeastern United States has borne the brunt
of WNS so far, but the disease or its fungus has spread as far south as North Carolina and
Tennessee and as far west as Oklahoma.

Biologists consider the WNS die-off to be North America’s most precipitous wildlife decline in
the past century. The disease strikes hibernating bats — those that sleep through the winter in
caves and mines — and has affected every hibernating bat species in its geographic path. Of the
nation’s 46 bat species, 25 hibernate, and all of these hibernating species are considered at risk of
the disease. WNS or the fungus currently affects nine species, including endangered Indiana and
gray bats, which could well be even closer to extinction as a result. Some WNS-infected sites
experience mortality rates of almost 100%. Losses are so severe that researchers are predicting
regional extinctions of the little brown bat — previously one of America’s most common
mammals — in northeastern states within 16 years.

Bats provide many benefits to humankind. As primary predators of night-flying insects, bats are
critical to maintaining the balance of nature. A bat can eat half to all of its body weight in
insects per night, consuming vast numbers of pests that damage crops such as corn, cotton, and
potatoes. A study published on April 1, 2011 in the journal Science estimates the value of bats to
the U.S. agriculture industry ranges from $3.7 billion to $53 billion per year. Bats also eat
insects that damage forests and spread disease. Some bat species pollinate crops and disperse
seeds. Research of bat biology has yielded important chemical products, including a medication
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to prevent strokes. Bat droppings in caves support unique ecosystems, including microorganisms
that could provide resources for detoxifying industrial wastes and producing safer pesticides and
antibiotics.

The loss of bats would have serious ecological and economic consequences. The one million-
plus bats killed by WNS would have eaten about 700 tons of insects each year. With the bats
gone, these insects are surviving to attack crops and forests. The authors of the Science article
argue that, as a result of WNS, North American agriculture will begin noting economic losses
within four to five years, with especially severe impacts to the Midwest and Great Plains regions.
In addition to crop losses, farmers will need to use more pesticides, increasing the financial strain
on farming families, raising the price of food for consumers, and releasing more chemicals into
our environment. Bats are important predators, so their disappearance could have broad, ripple
effects on the environment that we can’t yet assess.

The population declines from WNS could well lead to listing more bat species under the Federal
Endangered Species Act, as well as state-level statutes, which would cause far-ranging economic
costs. The Center for Biological Diversity has petitioned the FWS for listing of the northern
long-eared bat and eastern small-footed bat because of WNS and other factors, while BCI and
other organizations have requested the FWS to review the status of the little brown bat and to file
an emergency listing of the species in the interim. At the state level, Ohio has designated four
bat species as species of concern; Wisconsin is in the process of listing three bat species as
threatened; and other states, including New York and New Hampshire, are considering
designations. According to the Government Accountability Office (GAO-06-463R), the average
cost for recovery of an endangered species is $15.9 million. The highest estimate on record is
$125 million to recover the whooping crane. Bat species affected by WNS have broad
geographic distributions and complex ecological patterns, which would likely require very high
recovery costs. Finally, regulations stemming from listing more bat species would have
economic impacts on industries such as mining, defense, energy, forestry, construction,
transportation, tourism, and outdoor recreation.

The Federal government recognizes how much is at stake from WNS and, in conjunction with
state, local, and tribal agencies, academic institutions, and nonprofits, has mounted an admirable
response to the disease. WNS and its associated fungus were unknown to science until
discovered in New York, but since then, Federal dollars have enabled researchers at USGS and
elsewhere to isolate, identify, and develop a test for the WNS fungus, to map its genome, and
answer some basic questions about the nature, transmission, and diagnosis of the disease. The
FWS, the lead agency for WNS response, coordinates government and other entities in order to
maximize efficient use of resources, prevent redundancy, and facilitate an effective national
response. In this role, the agency has funded scientific research and on-the-ground disease
surveillance and management, developed recommendations to help prevent disease spread, and
created the National Plan for Assisting States, Federal Agencies, and Tribes in Managing White
Nose Syndrome in Bats in collaboration with all involved Federal agencies, as well as State and
other entities. Land-management agencies have been at the forefront in developing disease-
monitoring techniques, gathering bat-survey data, managing resources to increase bat survival,
and producing materials to educate the public about WNS. The NPS’s Mammoth Cave National
Park has developed a site-based response plan that is being used as a model for public lands
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throughout the country; USFS is testing ways to improve bat habitat to boost post-disease
survival rates; and DoD is refining acoustical bat-monitoring methods. All of these agencies
provide technical support to, and collaborate and pool resources with, State, Local, and Tribal
agencies as well as academic institutions and non-profits.

Despite this progress, the need for WNS-response funding continues and is, in fact, increasing.
As the disease spreads, the number of entities involved and the scale of the response grows.
While scientists have learned much about the disease, they cannot yet stop its spread. Critical
research topics aimed at finding solutions include the susceptibility of different bat species to
WNS, possible biological-control agents, and the disease-producing interface of the fungus, bats,
and the cave environment. In FY 2010, FWS awarded $1.6 million for WNS research through a
granting process for which the agency received $10.5 million in proposals. On-the-ground
monitoring and management is required in both previously and newly infected areas. Overall
coordination and communication is needed to ensure efficiency and the sharing of information
and resources. The westward spread of WNS is sharply increasing the need for a Federal
response. Western states have a higher proportion of public land than those in the East. Beyond
that, much less is known about western bat populations than eastern ones, and the rugged
western terrain makes data-gathering more difficult. To this point, FY 2012 is the first year for
which BLM anticipates significant WNS expenses, many of which will go toward surveying
approximately 400 western caves and abandoned mines for baseline data on bats.

Concluding from analysis of past WNS spending and disease-spread trends, we urge the
Subcommittee to ensure that Federal agencies engaged in the WNS response receive $11.1
million to address WNS in FY 2012. The cross-agency need is broken down as follows:

FY 2012 WNS Needs

FWS USGS NPS BLM USFS DoD TOTAL

$5,200,000 | $2,400,000 | $200,000 | $1,000,000 | $2,000,000 | $300,000 | $$11,100,000.00

One can compare this to WNS spending from FYs 2007 to 2010 (we do not have reliable
expenditure figures for FY 2011):

Estimated expenditures on White-nose Syndrome
(Note: BLM did not report WNS expenditures in past years.)

FWS USGS NPS USFS DoD
FY10 3,690,000 | 345,500 207,000 1,815,000 | 206,300 6,263,800
FY09 1,790,000 | 334,000 162,500 890,000 5,000 3,181,500
FY07-08 3,200,000 | 575,000 162,500 N/A N/A 3,937,500
8,680,000 | 1,254,500 | 532,000 2,705,000 | 211,300 13,382,800

The increase for FY 2012 over FY 2010 expenses is $4,836,200, or 77%. We believe this ask is
conservative and in fact will barely keep pace with the disease’s spread. From 2007 to 2010, the
disease moved from one state to 14, and from five sites to at least 157. From 2009 to 2010

alone, the number of affected states increased by 56%, and the number of infected sites by 78%.
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Overall, the number of affected states and sites increased by 50 to 100+% each year. Already
this year, WNS has been confirmed in three new states, and confirmed or suspected in 15 new
counties. A 77% increase in WNS spending from FY 2010 to FY 2012 is therefore clearly
proportionate to the disease’s expected expansion by the start of FY 2012.

Congressional support is critical for addressing WNS. Other funding sources are extremely
limited. State budgets have been drastically reduced and, especially given the spread of the
disease, Federal agencies’ existing resources are not sufficient to meet the need. According to
the President’s FY 2012 budget, there is WNS funding in the FWS’s Preventing Extinction
initiative and in the USGS’s Ecosystems program. The budget does not specify the amount of
WNS money in these accounts. We are grateful for these funds, and we urge Congress to
supplement them such that the cross-agency total designated for WNS in FY 2012 is $11.1
million.

Congress is facing a difficult financial climate, so let me point out that money spent on WNS is a
wise investment. First, preventing the spread of WNS will spare businesses the regulatory and
other impacts of bat die-offs. In 2008 and 2009, the threat of WNS caused officials to cancel the
yearly Crawlathon caving event in and around Carter Caves State Resort Park in eastern
Kentucky. Normally held during the off-tourist season in a rural area with limited economic
opportunities, the event’s cancellation cost the park and local businesses revenue losses each
year. After the WNS fungus was reported in Missouri in early 2010, officials decided to close
the caves at owa’s Maquoketa Caves State Park in order to protect the caves® bats. Park
attendance, which in previous years had averaged around 250,000 visitors per year, dropped in
2010 to approximately 60,000. The loss in park revenues has hurt the Iowa Department of
Natural Resources, which had already been suffering from the national economic downturn.
Show caves — small businesses that provide jobs and contribute to local economies — could also
be hurt by WNS. States with many show caves include Missouri, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and
South Dakota. In addition, implementing WNS response generates jobs. The USFS
management of forests for bat conservation includes thinning stands of trees. The agency
contracts with local businesses to harvest, haul, and process the trees for timber. Finally,
conducting WNS research, management, and prevention now will reduce future expenses to the
U.S. economy resulting from pest impacts to agriculture and forestry, businesses affected by
additional bat listings, and the cost of listed-species recovery. In this case, an ounce of
prevention is truly worth a pound of cure.

Unless additional funding is provided in FY 2012, WNS will continue to spread across the
country unchecked, killing even more bats than have already died. The consequent ecological
and economic impacts will affect all of us as consumers, taxpayers, and residents of a planet that
will have been further impoverished of biological diversity. We desperately need designated
support for WNS response. I urge Congress to ensure FWS, USGS, NPS, BLM, USFS, and DoD
receive a total of $11.1 million for WNS in FY 2012,

Thank you for the opportunity to share BCI's position on this serious matter, and I respectfully
ask you to consider our urgent request.



258

Mr. SIMPSON. They are weird looking.

Ms. FAScCIONE. They are weird looking, some of them. Some of
them are quite cute and they are very important.

Mr. SiMPsON. How do you fight that?

Ms. FASCIONE. Again, as anybody who has had athlete’s foot
knows, it is actually very hard to fight a fungus, particularly bats
are colonial. You know, they live in these huge populations in
caves. It is going to be very hard to treat this. You cannot treat
with a fungicide or you risk killing other cave biota. So far, agen-
cies and private landowners have been doing decontamination pro-
tocols, keeping people out of caves when necessary or when people
need to go in caves, doing a full decontamination protocol. The dis-
ease is spread bat to bat. So it is going to be a tough task to stop
this. You cannot obviously vaccinate bats, and that is what we need
to find out.

Mr. SiMPSON. I appreciate it. Thank you.

Ms. FASCIONE. Thank you, sir.

Doug Headrick, General Manager of the Santa Ana Sucker Task
Force, as Mr. Lewis said that this is a subject he has brought up
many times with the individuals testifying, so welcome.

FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS

DOUG HEADRICK, GENERAL MANAGER, SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY
MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT/SANTA ANA SUCKER TASK FORCE

Mr. HEADRICK. Thank you very much, Chairman Simpson.

As Congressman Lewis mentioned, I am here today representing
the 12 inland California agencies that have banded together in the
face of what we believe is regulatory overreach by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Unfortunately, our region has the distinction of having the high-
est unemployment rate in the entire United States, but in the
midst of this economic turmoil, the service under some heavy polit-
ical and legal pressure by the Center for Biological Diversity threw
out their carefully determined Critical Habitat designation from
five years ago and greatly expanded that territory late last year.

The Santa Ana sucker is a small fish, maybe about six inches
long. It was listed as threatened in 2001, and since that time,
members of our task force have worked cooperatively with the serv-
ice and others to conduct studies, monitor the species and also
identify restoration projects, and so far we spent well over $1 mil-
lion to do that.

However, after all this cooperative work was in place, in Decem-
ber 2009 the service announced that they were planning to over-
turn their previous rule based on a closed-door settlement agree-
ment that was signed between the service and the Center for Bio-
logical Diversity. Those of us that were going to be most impacted
by this decision were not involved in that.

So back in 2005, after a lengthy public comment and review proc-
ess, the service established the critical habitat for this fish. At that
time the service intentionally excluded areas of the river that are
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dry for obvious reasons, finding that these areas were not essential
to the conservation of the species, which is the finding required,
and that the enormous cost to our economy far outweighed any pos-
sible benefits to the fish. But we believe the new designation, the
new expanded designation, disregards the scientific and economic
realities which should have been central to their decision. In short,
the service did not follow its own rules or federal law.

Let me underscore if I could that none of the newly designated
areas currently nor in the past ever supported a sustainable popu-
lation of this fish, mainly because they are dry nine to 11 months
a year. Even before water diversion started over 100 years ago,
based on the climate, these reaches of the river would go dry dur-
ing dry times. Amazingly, the service included these ephemeral
streams in the new critical habitat for the fish. The new untested
claim is that the gravel that is on the bed of these dry streams,
it might be needed in the future for the fish that live downstream.
As you know, water supply reliability in California is a big issue,
especially when it is tied to the Sacramento Delta, as we are
through the state water project. The new designation critical habi-
tat, directly opposes our efforts to reduce our reliance on that water
source. We have been working to undertake stormwater capture
programs to expand our water supplies without impacting species.
These are projects that capture water that would have flowed to
the Pacific Ocean during flood events, not helping humans or fish.
This new designation puts these projects in jeopardy and makes us
look back to the delta for our water needs.

For example, several years ago Congress authorized funding for
the Seven Oaks Dam. It is mainly a flood control project. However,
Congress also authorized spending to alter the dam’s design to
allow us to capture more water. After that, the California State
Water Resource Control Board spent several years evaluating the
project, the water capture project behind Seven Oaks Dam, to try
to determine the impacts it might have on the species and deter-
mined that with mitigation that we have implemented, the water
diversion would not harm the fish. Should this habitat expansion
be allowed, our access to this valuable water supply could be nul-
lified, violating Congress’s clear intention.

How much water is at risk? This is essentially the amount of
water that would serve about a million Californians every year. To
replace this water with the value of water in California today
would cost over $2 billion over the next 25 years. That is assuming
we could actually find it.

Our region, with its 13 percent unemployment rate, can really ill
afford the uncertainty caused by this ruling. When combined with
the Delta smelt, which we are all familiar with, this recent ruling
essentially could stop all economic growth in our region. Despite
this chilling result and the fact that the issue was repeatedly
raised with the Fish and Wildlife Service, they chose not to even
evaluate the economic issue.

Earlier this week, the task force that I represent took the first
step to try to reverse this decision by the service. We formally filed
what is called a 60-day notice outlining all the deficiencies of the
ruling. Now we hope that the service will take the 60 days provided
by law to reverse their decision and reestablish the critical habitat
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to what it was originally determined to be. I ask that the com-
mittee please undertake an active role in oversight of the service
and its use of the Endangered Species Act as a regulatory tool.
Thank you.

[The statement of Doug Headrick follows:]
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Doug Headrick, General Manager
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Appearing on behalf of the Santa Ana Sucker Task Force

Chairman Simpson and Members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to testify.
My name is Doug Headrick, and T am the General Manager of the San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District. I appear before you today as a representative of the Santa Ana Sucker
Task Force, a group of thirteen water agencies, flood control districts and cities from Southern
California who have banded together in the face of regulatory overreach by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service. The Task Force agencies serve almost three million Southern Californians and
cross numerous Congressional districts. Member agencies of the Task Force are: San
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, Western Municipal Water District, City of San
Bernardino Municipal Water Department, City of Riverside Public Utilities Department, San
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, East Valley Water District, City of Redlands,
Yucaipa Valley Water District, Bear Valley/Crafton Water Companies, Riverside County Flood
Control District, and Big Bear Municipal Water District.

The USFWS, under heavy political and legal pressure by the Center for Biological Diversity,
recently set aside their own carefully defined designation of the critical habitat of the Santa Ana
Sucker and has now expanded the territory into areas that guarantee dire economic consequences
for our communities. Worse, the addition of these new areas is not supported by the known
biology of the species. This situation is the subject of my testimony.

Background on the Santa Ana Sucker and the Task Force:

The Santa Ana Sucker is a small fish that lives in the Santa Ana River and has been listed as a
Threatened Species under the Endangered Species Act since 2001. The fish has been the subject
of much regional concern and has been protected for over ten years by the state of California and
local agencies under a Species Management Plan. Members of our Task Force have worked with
Fish and Wildlife to study the fish and monitor its progress, and many of us have spent great
sums of time and money doing so. We all recognize the important role that we play in protecting
the delicate ecosystems of Southern California, and we do so willingly.

In 2005, the USFWS established an area of Critical Habitat for the fish, a process which my
agency and many others in the Task Force participated in and remember well. At the time, the
Service proposed that a very broad region be included in the designation. Ultimately, they
decided not to designate the dry upper Santa Ana River areas as critical habitat, finding that these
areas were not, and I quote, “essential to the conservation of the species™ and that the enormous
costs to the Inland Empire’s economy far outweighed any benefits to the species. Our water
agencies have subsequently been successfully conserving the Santa Ana Sucker, and will
continue to do so. Our efforts have included working with the California Department of Fish and
Game to fund the efforts of the Santa Ana Sucker Conservation Team to recover and restore its
habitats. In addition, we have clearly and repeatedly expressed to the USFWS our willingness to
cooperatively design and protect habitat for the Santa Ana Sucker because we care about the
health of the fish.
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After the 2005 process concluded, everyone in the region considered the issue to be well-settled.
My agency and many others undertook long-term planning for construction of infrastructure and
water supply projects which are critical to our region. However, in December 2009, the USFWS
announced that they would revise the Critical Habitat. This was done without giving any
scientific or economic rationale for doing so. Certainly, nothing in the biological data showed
the species to be in decline, and the USFWS has not produced any such data. A legal settlement
between the USFWS and the Center for Biological Diversity directed the Service to undertake a
review of the Sucker’s habitat, but it did not require a habitat expansion. Moreover, the lawsuit
settlement did not override existing law.

The Task Force I represent today was organized in early 2010 in response to the US Fish and
Wildlife Service’s announcement that it would re-visit the Critical Habitat for the Santa Ana
Sucker. We were alarmed at the announcement because of the lack of justification by the
Service. With the USFWS’ announcement of the Final Critical Habitat Designation for the Santa
Ana Sucker in December of 2010, our fears were realized because the decision totally disregards
the scientific and economic realities which should have been central to the agency’s decision
based on the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. In short, the Service did not follow its
own rules or Federal law.

Problems with the Revised Critical Habitat

Allow me to underscore the fact that none of the areas that USFWS has newly designated
currently or have ever supported a population of Santa Ana suckers. The Endangered Species
Act requires a very high standard for the designation of unoccupied territory, specifically: that
the territory be “essential” for the species’ preservation. USFWS’ proposed rule ignores that
requirement and also ignores its prior determination that these areas were not “essential” to the
preservation of the species. By contrast, the California State Water Resources Control Board
recently spent considerable time analyzing the needs of the Santa Ana Sucker before granting
water rights to my agency and Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County. They
found that the diversion of water from the upper reaches of the Santa Ana River, where the fish
has never been in evidence, would not interfere with the public trust resource of the suckers.
With the recent Critical Habitat expansion, we are worried that the millions of dollars of public
money invested in securing this new water supply for the benefit of those we serve are in
jeopardy.

Amazingly, the USFWS has included areas of dry riverbed in the habitat for this fish. These
stretches of river are periodically wet when Southern California gets a lot of rain, but they are
bone dry for an average of nine to eleven months a year. No fish currently live, nor is there any
evidence that a sustainable population of Suckers ever lived, in these reaches of the Santa Ana
river. Members of the Committee, I am an engineer by training, but I picked up enough biology
along the way to know that fish cannot live in dry riverbeds. This represents the USFWS’s
greatest overreach since there is no evidence that these areas have ever been occupied by Santa
Ana suckers, let alone that they are “essential” to the species’ preservation.

There are some wet areas of the Santa Ana River that have been added in the revised habitat,
however they are subject to flooding and otherwise do not have the proper substrates, water
temperatures or other environmental conditions needed for the Santa Ana sucker. Importantly,
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these creeks and the dry areas of the upper Santa Ana River are subject to periodic flooding that
are an entirely normal part of Southern California’s weather cycle. These floods send water and
cobble stone down the river to the where the Suckers are located and fulfill its needs. A critical
habitat designation is totally irrelevant since these flows are entirely natural. A habitat
designation would have no meaningful impact on the volume of water or cobble involved.

Membership of the Santa Ana Sucker Task Force includes cities, water districts and other
agencies that provide critical services in the region and are undertaking projects to improve the
quality of life for all Southern Californians. Together, we repeatedly presented scientific and
economic information to the agency and participated at every available opportunity.
Unfortunately, much of this effort was in vain.

Consequences of the USFWS Decision

Members of the Committee, I would not be appearing today if it was not for the enormous water
supply and economic consequences that the reopening of the Santa Ana Sucker habitat, just five
years after the issue was settled, can have on the communities that I am representing here today.
As you no doubt know, water is a huge issue in Southern California. In part, this is because of
the impact of repeated droughts. In part, it is because Southern California’s growth, 70% of
which is simply the natural increase of births over deaths in our families with 2.1 million more
people expected to live in the inland area between 2008-2035.

Taking a very broad view of the problem, this decision aggravates the water shortages currently
being experienced in the entire state of California and the Southwest region of our nation.
Restrictions on drawing water from the Delta have a widespread effect, and one of the most
effective methods of compensating for reduced Delta water supplies is the creation of reliable
local water supplies.

The expanded Critical Habitat for the Santa Ana Sucker directly opposes our efforts to capture
stormwater, recharge our basins and reduce our reliance on imported water. Member agencies of
the Task Force want to undertake water recycling projects, desalination efforts and flood control
projects which will expand our supplies of local water and recharge our depleted groundwater
basins. We know that these projects will save money for our customers and make our
communities drought-proof while reducing pressure on the Sacramento — San Joaquin Delta.
The Critical Habitat designation will prohibit important projects from going forward. Here, it is
important to understand that the dry, ephemeral reaches of the upper Santa Ana River are where
those of us concerned about water supplies have worked for years to capture and conserve water
that our periodic rainfall would normally send to the Pacific Ocean. For a century, this dry
riverbed has been the site of spreading basins where some of our mountain runoff is captured,
allowing it to seep into an underground aquifer, equivalent in size to Lake Shasta. If this area
becomes habitat, access to this historical local supply of water will be lost.

Meanwhile, several years ago Congress financed the Seven-Oaks Dam on the Santa Ana River to
provide downstream protection from what the Army Corps of Engineers called the greatest risk
for catastrophic flooding west of the Mississippi River. This opened the possibility of storing
some mountain runoff behind the dam, further increasing local water supplies. Together with
monies from our local agencies, Congress authorized spending to alter the dam’s design for that
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purpose. The California State Water Resources Control Board later spent considerable time
analyzing the needs of the Sucker and granted rights to this “new” water to our local agencies.
They found that capturing this water would not harm the Sucker since it came from areas where
the fish has never existed. Also, they found that it would not harm the Sucker since natural water
and cobble moving flows below the dam were sufficient to satisfy its needs. Should the habitat
expansion be granted, our rights and access to this water would be nullified ... violating
Congress’s clear intention.

Loss of the water from these two efforts, plus several others by local agencies working in the
normally dry, ephemeral upper reaches of the Santa Ana River added to the Sucker habitat,
would mean the loss of up to 125,800 acre feet of water a year to the Inland Empire. Ifit could
be replaced, the 25 year cost would be $2.87 billion. If local taxpayers could put aside money
today to buy this water, using a 3% interest rate that is logical in today’s economy, the cost
would be $1.87 billion. Fish & Wildlife used several tricks to have their economists lower this
number, such as using an unrealistic 7% rate. Still, they ended up with a $694 million present
day cost to local taxpayers. All this for the inclusion of a dry habitat zone that has nothing truly
to do with helping the fish.

Worse by far however is the fact that it is highly unlikely that the 125,800 acre feet of local water
that would be lost could be replaced at any cost. Thus, in March 2011, with California’s snow
pack at 165% of normal, the State Water Project estimated that it will only be able to supply its
regional water agencies with 70% of their current water allocations. In recent years those shares
were 50% in 2010, 40% in 2009, 35% in 2008 and 60% in 2007. If we need more water from the
State Water Project, we will very likely not be able to get it.

California law mandates that local water agencies must certify a 20 year supply of water before
any major residential, retail, office or industrial project can be built. The San Bernardino and
Riverside region, with a current unemployment rate of over 13%, desperately needs economic
development. When that law is combined with the restricted flow of water to Southern
California because of the Delta Smelt situation and the restriction of the Inland Empire’s local
water supply with the Santa Ana Sucker, we come close to having the Endangered Species Act
control growth and economic activity in Southern California. Despite that chilling result, and the
fact that this issue was repeatedly raised with Fish & Wildlife, their economic analysis of the
proposed expansion of the Sucker habitat did not even evaluate this issue. Yet, the impact would
run into the billions and billions of dollars.

Next steps for the Task Force:

Right now, our Task Force is undertaking a thorough review of the ruling that the designation
should be expanded into areas that will harm our economy, but do nothing for the Santa Ana
Sucker. After that review is completed, the Task Force will file a formal notice with the Service
outlining the deficiencies in their decision. From the point of that filing, the USFWS will have
60 days to either make changes to the Critical Habitat designation or leave it the same. The Task
Force remains hopeful that the agency will consider all of the relevant scientific and economic
information during this next phase of the process. In the meantime, I ask that the Committee to
please undertake an active role in oversight of the USFWS and its use of the Endangered Species
Act as a regulatory tool.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, and thank you for your testimony. I
feel fairly certain that there are a couple members on this com-
mittee that will keep us well informed of what is going on, Mr.
Lewis and Mr. Calvert. So thanks for your testimony and thanks
for being here today.

Mr. HEADRICK. Thank you very much.

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet.

Andy Oliver, Coordinator of the Multinational Species Coalition.

Ms. OLIVER. I am batting cleanup here. Hopefully I will hit a
home run.

Mr. SIMPSON. There you go.

FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 2011.

WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS

WITNESS
ANDY OLIVER, COORDINATION, MULTINATIONAL SPECIES COALITION

Ms. OLIVER. Mr. Simpson, Chairman Simpson, thank you so
much for the opportunity to testify today on behalf of the Multi-
national Species Coalition on the Multinational Species Conserva-
tion Fund of the Fish and Wildlife Service, and I just wanted to
thank you and your staff for all of the hard work that has gone into
providing this opportunity to testify for all of us. The work that has
gone into this as a new participant really, you know, made it very
easy and feasible and seamless for all of us so that you could hear
the many voices that you have heard over the last four days.

My name is Andy Oliver and I serve as the brand-new Coordi-
nator of the Multinational Species Coalition, a broad-based coali-
tion comprised of 32 organizations representing sportsmen, con-
servationists, zoos, circuses, veterinarians, animal welfare groups
and their more than 15 million members, which is a huge number.
I was shocked when I heard that. I want to thank you for your past
and consistent support for these small but vital programs, and in
fiscal year 2012 we respectfully request your support for funding
the Multinational Species Conservation Fund at 512.5 million and
the Wildlife Without Borders program at $7.4 million.

Wildlife conservation programs are a modest but essential piece
of the United States engagement with the developing world.
Through the Multinational Species Conservation Fund, the United
States supplements the efforts of developing countries that are
struggling to balance needs of their human populations and wild-
life. The Multinational Species Conservation Fund helps to sustain
wildlife populations, address threats by controlling poaching, reduc-
ing human-wildlife conflict, and protecting essential habitat. By
working with local communities, they also improve people’s liveli-
hoods, contribute to local and regional stability, and support U.S.
security interests in impoverished regions.

Over the past two decades, these popular and highly effective
programs have provided seed money for public-private partnerships
that conserve wild tigers, elephants, rhinos, great apes and marine
turtles in their native habitat. The Multinational Species Conserva-
tion Fund and the Wildlife Without Borders programs have long
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enjoyed broad bipartisan support and we urge you to continue that
support going forward. Multinational Species Conservation Fund
serves the dual purpose of protecting wildlife populations and es-
sential habitat for local communities. They are an excellent invest-
ment for the Federal Government, consistently leveraging three or
four times as much in matching funds from corporations, conserva-
tion groups and national governments.

Recognizing our challenging budget situation, the Multinational
Species Coalition hopes you will consider including funding for the
five funds that make up this small but vital program at $2 million
each for the African elephant, Asian elephant and marine turtle
funds, $2.5 million for great apes, and $4 million for the combined
rhino-tiger fund. These funding levels are consistent with fiscal
year 2010 appropriations for all of the funds except rhino-tiger, for
which we request a $1 million increase to bring it in line with the
African and Asian elephant and marine turtle fund, so $2 million
for rhinos, $2 million for tigers, and capitalize on the global aware-
ness and commitments made at last year’s International Tiger
Summit that Mr. Calvelli mentioned earlier.

The need for your support of these funds has never been greater.
My written testimony includes many examples of many of the suc-
cess stories made possible by the Multinational Species Conserva-
tion Fund. I think that you heard from Mr. Calvelli about the situ-
ation with tigers and so I will not elaborate on that further, but
that is just one example of the great work that is done through
these funds for all of these wildlife species.

Just a few words about the Wildlife Without Borders program.
The Wildlife Without program addresses some of the world’s most
pressing challenges to wildlife. Faced with emerging disease
threats that pass between animals and people—you heard about
the bats—extracted industry practices and pressures from local
communities for nature to provide for their livelihoods, this pro-
gram allows for greater investment in addressing cross-cutting
threats to ecosystems and wildlife. The program is making a last-
ing impact through capacity-building and technical support and
training and local community education. It is just doing terrific
work, and the small investment really makes it worth it.

We hope you will consider the proven success and very positive
impacts of these programs in relation to their modest cost and the
broad-based and enthusiastic support of constituents. We urge the
committee to fund the programs at the levels outlined earlier.

Thank you again for the opportunity. We really appreciate it. We
look forward to working with you, and I am happy to answer any
questions that after four days of this you may have.

[The statement of Andy Oliver follows:]
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Testimony of Andy Oliver
Coordinator, Multinational Species Coalition
Before the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Intetior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Public Witness Hearings
April 15, 2011

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran and Members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify on behalf of the Multinational Species Coalition on the importance of the
Multinational Species Conservation Fund and the Wildlife Without Botders program in the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The Multinational Species Coalition is a broad-based coalition comprised
of 32 organizations' representing sportsmen, conservationists, zoos, citcuses, veterinarians, animal
welfare groups and their more than 15 million members. Thank you for your past and consistent
support for these programs. In Fiscal Year 2012, we respectfully request your support for funding
the Multinational Species Conservation Fund at $12.5 million and Wildlife Without Borders at $7.4
million.

Wildlife conservation programs are a modest but essential piece of the United States’ engagement
with the developing wotld. Through the Multinational Species Conservation Fund (MSCF)
programs, the United States supplements the efforts of developing countries that are struggling to
balance the needs of their human populations and endemic wildlife. MSCF programs help to sustain
wildlife populations, address threats by controlling poaching, reducing human-wildlife conflict, and
protecting essential habitat. By working with local communities, they also improve people’s
livelihoods, contribute to local and regional stability, and support U.S. security interests in
impoverished regions.

We request your continued support in Fiscal Year 2012 for the Multinational Species Consetvation
Fund (MSCF) and the Wildlife Without Borders (WWB) program. Over the past two decades, these
popular and highly effective programs of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) have provided
seed money for public-private partnerships that conserve wild tigers, elephants, rhinos, great apes,
and marine turtles in their native habitat. The MSCF and WWB have long enjoyed broad bipartisan
support and we urge you to continue that support going forward.

The MSCF and the WWB programs address critical conservation and development concerns in
countries around the globe. They are an excellent investment for the Federal government,
consistently leveraging three or four times as much in matching funds from corporations,
consetvation groups, and national governments. The MSCF comprises five small funds targeting

' The members of the Multinational Species Coalition are the African Wildlife Foundation, American Bird
Conservancy, American Veterinary Medical Association, Association of Zoos and Aquariums, Bonobo
Conservation Initiative, Born Free USA, Chelonian Research Foundation, Conservation International, Defenders of
Wildlife, Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund International, Fauna & Flora International, Feld Entertainment, Inc., Humane
Society of the United States, Humane Society International, International Cheetah Foundation, International Crane
Foundation, International Elephant Foundation, International Fund for Animal Welfare, International Rhino
Foundation, Jane Goodall Institute, National Audubon Society, National Wildlife Federation, The Nature
Conservancy, Ocean Conservancy, Safari Club International, Sea Turtle Conservancy, Sierra Club, The WILD
Foundation, Wildlife Alliance, Wildlife Conservation Society, Wildlife Management Institute, and World Wildlife
Fund.
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African Elephants, Asian Elephants, Great Apes, Marine Turtles as well as Rhinoceros and Tigers
combined into one. The Multinational Species Coalition hopes you will consider including the
following funding levels for these small, but vital programs:

s African Elephant Conservation Fund $2.0 million
®  Asian Elephant Consetvation Fund 2.0 million
e Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Fund 4.0 million
®  Great Apes Conservation Fund 2.5 million
e Marine Turtle Consetvation Fund 2.0 million
o Wildlife Without Borders 7.4 million

These funding levels are consistent with FY2010 appropriations for all of the Funds except Rhino-
Tiger, for which we request a $1 million increase to bring it in line with the African and Astan
Elephants and Marine Turtles Funds and capitalize on global awareness and commitments made at
last year’s International Tiger Summit in St. Petersburg, Russia which was the first-ever Heads of
State summit dedicated to a single species.

The Multinational Species Conservation Fund serves the dual purpose of protecting wildlife
populations and essential habitat while also creating greater security and economic opportunities for
local communities. By conserving iconic species, these programs help sustain large areas of habitat,
home to a rich diversity of flora and fauna.

TIGERS: The need for the suppott of these funds has never been greater. For example, tigers are
magnificent creatures: big, powerful, and charismatic. Unfortunately, these same qualities make them
popular targets, with tiger body parts being in high demand on the global black market. Tiger organs
and bones are used in Asian medicines, which are sold to consumers who believe these animal
products convey strength, health and virility. Tiger populations have dropped from an estimated
5000-7000 ten years ago to as few as 3,000 in the wild today. Grants are awarded from the Rhino-
Tiger Conservation Fund for anti-poaching programs, habitat and ecosystem management,
development of nature reserves, wildlife surveys and monitoring, management of human-wildlife
conflict, public awareness campaigns and other conservation efforts related to rhino and tiger
survival. Thanks to support from the Rhino-Tiger Conservation Fund, tiger populations in the
Russian Far East are experiencing a tentative recovery and enhanced enforcement of wildlife crimes
is helping Indonesia crack down on the poaching of Sumatra’s few remaining tigers.

MSCEF support for the first ever nation-wide assessments of tiger populations, distribution and prey
in Nepal helped to successfully establish the baseline data on tigers in that country — a significant
milestone in tiger conservation. Funding from the Rhino-Tiger Conservation Fund has also helped
to develop a tiger conservation database for Nepal and helped to build local capacity in scientfic
tiger monitoring. Successes such as these have laid the groundwork to help achieve the ambitious
goal of doubling the wild tiger population over the coming decade.

RHINOS: Today, fewer than 200 critically endangered Sumatran rhinos are believed to remain on
Earth. Following an initial decline in Sumatran rhinos from poaching for horn, which is used in
traditional Chinese medicine, the population declined at a rate of 50% in the 1980s and 1990s from
deforestation and habitat fragmentation. Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park (BBS) and Way
Kambas National Park (WK) in Sumatra, Indonesia, are two of the three major habitats for
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Sumatran rhino, and are also two of the highest priotity ateas for other threatened species, including
the Sumatran tiger and the Sumatran elephant. Approximately 50 rhino, 40-50 tigers, and about 500
elephants inhabit BBS. Way Kambas is home to 27-33 Sumatran rhino. With support from the
Rhino-Tiger Conservation Fund, international and local partner organizations operate 2
comprehensive program aimed at protecting and increasing the populations of Sumatran rhinos in
Indonesia — the Rhino Protection Units (RPU) are the backbone of this program. The goal of the
RPU program is to prevent the extinction of Sumatran rhinos and other threatened species and to
protect critical habitats in Sumatra through proactive prevention of poaching and habitat
destruction. Thanks to the RPU, there has been no poaching of Sumatran rhinos in Bukit Barisan
and Way Kambas National Patks in Sumatra for the past 5 years. The RPUs also protect numerous
other threatened and endangered species, including tigers, elephants, tapirs, gibbons, monkeys,
leopards and fishing cats in Sumatra and a project in Java focused on saving the Javan thino.

AFRICAN ELEPHANTS: Suppott from the African Elephant Conservation Fund helped resolve
a growing conflict between a herd of African elephants and local villagers in Malawi. After several
villagers were killed by the elephants, the locals retaliated against the elephant herd. A grant from
the MSCF helped the government of Malawi and local partners to safely move the herd — 83
elephants in all ~ to Majete Wildlife Resetve in southern Malawi, protecting both the elephants and
the people living nearby.

ASIAN ELEPHANTS: With support from the Asian Elephant Conservation Fund, a mobile
environmental education unit has conducted site visits throughout southwestern Cambodia since
2004 to raise awareness of human-elephant conflict and promote habitat protection, watershed
management, and sustainable livelihoods. These educational programs complement work in forest
protection and anti-poaching, building the long-term community support needed to preserve
Cambodia’s largest remaining population of wild elephants. In the southwestern province of Koh
Kong, 37 elephants wete reported killed between May 2001 and December 2002. Human-elephant
conflict was also increasing, as expanding human populations encroached on forest habitat. But
since 2003, when protection and community outreach efforts began, there have been almost no
known poaching incidents or retaliatory killings of elephants, demonstrating the cumulative impacts
of habitat and wildlife protection combined with community education and sustainable livelihood
programs in presetving populations of wild elephants.

MARINE TURTLES: By the last quarter of the 20® Century, decades of egg collection and
accidental capture in fisheries decimated thriving Pacific populations of nesting leatherback turtles
that numbered in the tens of thousands only 50 years ago. Today, leatherback nesting is restricted to
only a few hundred females in the Eastern Pacific and several thousand in the Western Pacific. For
the last several years the Marine Turtle Conservation Fund has supported the efforts of scientists
and local residents to protect nesting females in Papua, Indonesia , the species’ last stronghold in the
region. As the population begins to recover, the patticipation of local community members will
ensure the survival of females and their nests and the project’s long-term success.

On Costa Rica’s Junquillal Beach, MSCF suppott has promoted community conservation programs
that have transformed local tesidents from turtle poachers into turtle conservationists. The beach,
which is an important nesting site for critically-endangered leatherback turtles, is now monitored
nightly by “Baula Boys”, who guard the beaches from poaching and run a sea turtle hatchery for
high-risk eggs. Due to this project, supported by the Marine Turtle Conservation Fund, the number
of poached turtle nests fell from 75% to just 4% in four years.
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GREAT APES: The wotld’s rarest great ape, the Cross River gorilla, lives in one of the most
biologically and culturally rich places on Eatth, along the border of Nigeria and Cameroon.
Scientists believed only 100 remained in isolated hilltop areas, but DNA samples showed that
gorillas still dispersed between the hilltops. As a result, Cameroon and Nigeria came together to
protect the gotillas. Cameroon created a new national park, Takamanda, and today there are more
than 300 Cross River Gorillas in the region. Local communities have formed Gorilla Guardians and
are now exploring ecotourism as a source of income in a region that has been ravaged by conflict
and instability. While other international donors have recently made commitments in this region, it
was the initial investment from the MSCF that catalyzed action.

MSCF grants made it possible for the Karisoke Research Center to continue protecting the
mountain gorillas that live on the Virunga volcanic range located on the border between Rwanda,
the Democtatic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Uganda. Karisoke staff follow daily almost one third
of the 700 remaining mountain gotillas. A 2010 census found that this highly endangered subspecies
has achieved a remarkable inctease of 17.4 percent since the previous count in 2003, with the
greatest increase in areas monitored by Research Center. This is the only great ape population to
have increased in recent decades.

Great Ape Consetvation Fund has also supported programs in both Rwanda and the DRC to
improve the health of communities near gorilla habitat by upgrading rural clinics, increasing access
to clean water, teducing intestinal parasite infestations, and supporting small animal husbandry. This
reduces the likelihood of people transmitting parasites and other diseases to the gorillas and reduces
people’s need to seek water and game in the forest.

WILDLIFE WITHOUT BORDERS: Administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Department of International Conservation, the Wildlife without Borders (WWB) programs are able
to address some of the world’s most pressing challenges to wildlife and conservationists. Faced with
emerging disease threats that pass between animals and people, extractive industry practices, and
pressutes from local communities for nature to provide for their livelihoods, this program allows for
greater investment in addressing these cross-cutting threats to ecosystems and wildlife. WWB is
making lasting impacts through capacity building, technical support and training, local community
education and citizen science. From 2005-2009, the W\WB program across Africa, Latin America,
the Caribbean and the Russian Far East awarded over $12 million and leveraged an additional $22
million dollars in direct conservation assistance. In recent years, this program has established a
Ciritically Endangered Species Conservation Fund, which has begun to support to on the ground
conservation programs for species in great need such as Andean cats and Ethiopian wolves. The
progtam has also supported the Bushmeat-free Eastern Africa Network (BEAN) and MENTOR
Fellowship Program to train wildlife professionals from eastern African nations in addressing species
decline due to a growing and unsustainable bushmeat trade.

We hope you will consider the proven success and very positive impact of these programs in relation
to their modest cost and the broad-based and enthusiastic support among constituents, who place a
high value on the protection of these iconic wildlife species. We urge the Committee to fund these
programs at the levels outlined above. Thank you again for the opportunity to testify today and for
your consideration. We look forward to working with you. I am happy to answer any questions you
may have.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for being here today and for your testi-
mony, and we appreciate it very much.

Most of you here may wonder when you leave if what you say
to us makes any difference in what we do. I suspect most people
who testify before Congress wonder if that is the case. But it does
make a difference in what happens because we do take your testi-
mony into consideration and the concerns when we are trying to
put together a budget, whether it is in times when we increased
funding or flat funding or with decrease in funding. So it is impor-
tant that we have the views of your organizations and people in the
country of what their priorities are and what we need to be doing.

So I do appreciate all of you being here today and for your testi-
mony and we look forward to working with all the different organi-
zations that have an interest in various parts of this Interior and
Environment budget. So thank you all.






TUESDAY, MAY 3, 2011.

TESTIMONY OF INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS AND
ORGANIZATIONS

PUBLIC WITNESSES—NATIVE AMERICANS

Mr. CoLE. We are going to go ahead and start. We will have
members coming in and out through the morning, but we certainly
want to try and stay as much on time as we can. I am presiding.
Chairman Simpson will be here at some points and some points he
will not, but if we could have our first panel come forward, please.

If we could have Mr. Tortalita.

Mr. TORTALITA. Good morning.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you.

TUESDAY, MAY 3, 2011.

PUEBLO OF ACOMA

WITNESS
LLOYD TORTALITA

Mr. TORTALITA. Good morning. My name is Lloyd Tortalita, and
I am from Pueblo of Acoma in New Mexico. Not Mexico, but New
Mexico. A lot of people do not know that New Mexico does exist,
and I am from Pueblo of Acoma. I am a Vietnam veteran. I am also
a uranium worker, 20 years of working in the uranium mines. Also
the best title I have right now is being grandpa.

And as a tribal elder, the young people that I am speaking for,
I am from Pueblo of Acoma. It is my concern my young people are
growing up because of the type of world that we live in and what
is happening in the world. So mostly my testimony is geared to-
wards those individuals that are being affected by things like ura-
nium mining, industry ruin, and I suffer, and you know, a lot of
things that we are doing now, the national budget, is requiring a
lot of money.

As a Vietnam veteran I did not know that I was going to get dia-
betes from Agent Orange, did not know that I was going to be suf-
fering what I am suffering now. I look good and healthy but inside
I am not anymore. Same way with uranium. You know the recall
compensation that has been going through, reauthorization back in
2000, when I was governor of Pueblo of Acoma, I testified before
Congress in trying to pass that, got it passed, and now we have a
lot of individuals that are suffering from that or families are suf-
fering because we did not know when we went to work for them.
The United States said, we need your help; we need you to go to
Vietnam, and I got drafted, got sent to Vietnam, and now we are
paying for it. My skin is not what it used to be.

(273)
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I did not know I was getting diabetes, did not know some of my
friends were burying an individual, one of our veterans from the
American Legion Post 116. I am also a chaplain at that. We are
burying one of our individuals because of colon cancer, and he got
it from being in Vietnam from Agent Orange and everything else.
They are burying him right now. I should be out there as a tribal
elder, and you know, we are losing a lot of our elders.

Now these baby boomers who were the ones that were in Viet-
nam are the ones that are suffering, are the ones that are supposed
to be the grandpas and grandmas teaching our young people our
tradition and culture of Acoma and throughout our country.

And, you know, we come here, I come here sometimes, this year,
again, I am privileged to come back because I am the former gov-
ernor, and I have testified a couple of times before Congressman
Yates, Congressman Dicks, and now in front of Congressman Cole.
And but it is an honor to be here, and again, some of the things
that I will be talking about I am not going to see it probably within
10 years. You know, I came here asking for money to build a com-
munity center for my people. It took 10 years to get it built. It is
built now, and it is done, and we are addressing diabetes and ev-
erything else, and some of the things that are happening to our
young people.

Education is another one. We are still fighting for education, Na-
tive American education, education for our young people, the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Indian Education. It is not
happening, and a lot of things are not happening as we all know.

You hear a lot of people come before you, and one of the biggest
subjects is Johnson-O’Malley. I know you are very aware of it. I
know because I have talked to you before. Johnson-O’Malley is a
program that is there for our young people, our young Native stu-
dents that most are, as you know, were in rural settings, way out
there in the middle of nowhere, where there is really no transpor-
tation, no roads. In my testimony you will probably read later on,
talking about roads. Our roads are falling apart, and our hospitals
are, this and that.

And so we are in a bad situation with bridges and roads, hos-
pitals, I mean, Indian Health Service, VA hospitals, those, same
way with the Johnson-O’Malley. You know, we are fighting for $24
million, get it back to what it was, and I have pictures that you
can look at in the back of my testimony here that shows that my
program is successful, that we are doing what we need to do and
also at one time or another we also had an office within the central
office here in Washington of JOM, but Save America’s Treasures
was another one. Acoma dating back to 1,200.

And then like I said, budget. I mean, we are down. IHS hos-
pitals, Acoma-Canoncito, 50 percent or 50 positions are open. How
are we going to provide medical services? VA hospitals, takes all
day for individuals to get there, but we are suffering from all that
stuff.

So we are just here to ask for help, and it is all written out. It
is all there, so please read what I am telling you, but, you know,
we have all this, and water is another example, coming off of
Mount Taylor, you do not have any good water coming off of there.
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All of it, right now they are saying they are putting chemicals into
the ground which directly affects our irrigation.

Irrigation system is another one that we worry about. So please
if you could, pay attention to some of this. Johnson-O’Malley is the
biggest thing. I mean, it is all there, 24 million, a position in Wash-
ington, student, and freeze it and educate our young people like
they need to be educated.

And I know I am running out of time, but the red light is on,
but, you know, thank you very much for listening to me, and it is
all written out, and I just urge and ask Congress to read and help
us. Thank you very much.

[The statement of Lloyd Tortalita follows:]
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Written Testimony of
Lloyd Tortalita, Former Governor
Presenting on Behalf of
Randall Vicente, Governor
Pueblo of Acoma
Before the
House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee

Tuesday, May 3, 2011

Requests for additional funding and/or support:

Indian Roads and Bridges

Smaller IHS Hospitals

Cultural Preservation

Water Resources Studies

Traditional Irrigation Systems

Save America’s Treasures

Johnson O’Malley Program

Carcieri “Fix”

35% Relative Decline in Federal Spending on BIA Programs

PRENA DB LN~

Introduction. The Acoma people are an ancient people. We have lived at Acoma Sky
City, our mesa-top home, for at least 1000 years, making it the oldest continuously
inhabited community in the United States. We are proud to be U.S. citizens and proud
that we retain the culture, language and beliefs of our ancestors from a time long before
the establishment of the United States. Acoma Sky City is the heart of our community.
Acoma religious, cultural and social life revolve around Acoma Sky City, both on a daily
basis and during festival times. Acoma Sky City is one of only 28 National Trust for
Historic Preservation sites, and has received numerous other designations including
National Landmark status and listing as a World Heritage Site. One of the youngest
historic buildings at Acoma Sky City is a Spanish mission that is itself over 360 years
old. However, far older structures remain, with the oldest integrated into a three-story
row of adobe buildings just off Sky City’s central plaza. Based on our research, these
traditional Acoma homes are likely the oldest continuously inhabited homes in the United
States.

For most of the budget areas set forth above, I have set forth a description of a real-life
example from Acoma of the need.

1. Indian Roads and Bridges — addressing crumbling infrastructure and building
critical new infrastructure:

Mesa Hill Bridge — A Growing Safety Concern. Acoma is bisected by a major
trans-continental rail line. With over 80 large trains passing through the
reservation everyday, but no bridge over the tracks, Acoma has experienced
significant safety issues as the hospital is on the north-side of the tracks, while the
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school, Head Start, government and Acoma housing areas are on the south-side.
Acoma seeks inclusion of the Mesa Hill Bridge as a funding priority in the
Highway Act reauthorization legislation.

2. Smaller THS Hospitals — Funding Health Care at the Front Line.

Turning Around The Indian Health Service Hospital At Acoma. The Acoma-
Cafioncito-Laguna Indian Health Services Facility (ACL hospital) provides
critical health care services to the Pueblo of Laguna and the Pueblo of Acoma, as
well as services to the I-40 corridor and to surrounding communities. However,
the quality and quantity of services offered by the ACL hospital has declined
markedly in recent years, resulting in an adverse effect on the health status of the
two Pueblos, which already suffer from high rates of diabetes and other serious
medical conditions. ACL officials recently informed Acoma that there are over
50 unfilled positions at the hospital. Acoma and Laguna continue to examine the
option of taking over management of the hospital. It is Acoma’s sense that the
IHS has made a calculation that it is more economically efficient to fund a
handful of centralized facilities, then to maintain standards at the smaller facilities
located in many Indian communities. While there may be an economic efficiency
there, it comes at the price of providing quality care right in many Native
communities, forcing patients to travel substantial distances and thus creating one
more hurdle to assuring adequate care.

3. Cultural Preservation — A need fo fund this area before irreversible development
errors are made.

Uranium Mining On Mt. Taylor. Acoma remains deeply concerned about the
potential impact of renewed uranium mining on Mt. Taylor - a mountain sacred to
the Acoma people. Our past experience teaches us that uranium mining is
dangerous to individuals, to families and to communities. Mining proponents
claim that uranium mining can “now” be done safely, but so far they have just
asserted that this is so, they have not demonstrated that it is so, much less
demonstrating it to the high degree of scientific certainty necessary to allay
Acoma concerns. Acoma has engaged in direct discussions with the mining
companies and asked them to support additional hydrologic studies, as well as to
work with Acoma to prevent damage to cultural sites. Acoma asks that Federal
officials assure that no short cuts are taken in examining mining proposals and
that they urge the mining companies to work closely with Native communities to
fully address their concerns. Acoma believes that the mining companies and the
United States have an ongoing obligation to clean up the environmental damage
created by past uranium mining. Attempts to link such clean up to the start up of
new mining operations are morally faulty. The obligation to clean up is
independent of the question of whether renewed mining should be allowed. 7 is
very important to increase funding to the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
program within the National Park Service to assure cultural preservation issues
are fully addressed.
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4. Water Resources Studies — in the Arid West Water is Gold.
Water Resources Development Act Reauthorization — Cost Waivers. Acoma
supports amending WRDA to provide a waiver of up to $500,000 for the tribal
share on watershed studies.

5. Traditional Irrigation Systems.

Rio Grande Pueblos Irrigation Infrastructure Improvement Act Funding,
Congress enacted the Pueblo Irrigation Infrastructure Act as Section 9106 of the
Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009. That Act directs the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a study of the irrigation infrastructure of the Rio Grande
Pueblos. It also authorized the funding of projects to correct deficiencies
identified by that study. The implementation of this Act will favorably affect
Pueblo traditional lifestyle and culture, which for hundreds of years has been
based on agriculture and irrigated lands. However, minimal funding has been
allocated for implementation of this Act. Acoma requests that this Act receive
substantial funding.

6. Save America’s Treasures. SAT has funded and supported literally hundreds of
thousands of dollars in restoration work at Acoma Sky City, which is itself a National
Trust Historic Site. SAT has also funded scores of other projects across Indian country.
SAT itself is an American treasure and its funding should be no less than $25 million.
Additionally, Acoma must note that the President zeroed-out the Save America’s
Treasures program in his proposed FY 2012 budget. We understand the difficult
budgetary issues that motivated the President, but Acoma would argue that no one has
ever regretted spending money preserving America’s past. The Save America’s
Treasures program has funded a number of restoration projects in Indian Country and has
an extraordinary track record creating many jobs in the restoration area. Acoma strongly
supports robust funding for the Save America’s Treasures budget, as well as for Acoma’s
proposed earmark for the project at Acoma Sky City.

7. Johnson O’Malley Program - $24.3 Million. The JOM programs provides
supplementary educational service/assistance to meet the unique and specialized
educational needs of Indian children attending Public Schools by promoting student
achievement and incorporating Native American languages and culturally based
educational activities in the learning process. In 1995 the Bureau of Indian Affairs froze
the student count, effectively placing a moratorium on the establishment of new JOM
programs despite that the fact that the Indian student population has increased overall and
more school district have been established. The Johnson-O’Malley Program is the only
federal program that by law (25 CFR Part 273) gives “vested authority” to the parent
committees to design and implement their own JOM programs. Based on a need
assessment, each plan is tailored to meet the unique and specialized educational needs of
Pueblo children to ensure that they reach their educational goals.

Pueblo of Acoma and the National JOM Association request the following actions:
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. The Administration and Congress fully fund the JOM program at $24.3

million for FY2012

. The BIA/BIE reinstate student date collection at the central office in DC to
ensure accurate information to support funding levels for an increase student
population.

. We urge this committee and the US Congress to work with us to lift the

funding freeze to ensure that tribes are receiving funding for their student
populations at a level that will provide access to a high quality education.

8. Support the Carcieri “Fix.” Although there is no question that Acoma was “under
Federal jurisdiction” in 1934, and thus is not subject to the immediate harmful effects of
the Supreme Court’s decision in Carcieri v. Salazar, it is still important that this holding
be overturned by Congressional legislation. The President has included Carcieri “fix”
language in his FY 2012 budget, and this Committee strongly supported “fix” language in
the last Congress, including it within the FY 2011 appropriations bill. Passing this
legislation is the right thing to do, and will help prevent numerous jurisdictional and other
uncertainties that would hamper many of our fellow tribes.

9. 35% Relative Decline in Federal Spending on BIA Programs. Set forth below is a
chart from an article that appeared recently in Indian Country Today by Mark Fogarty.
As you can readily see, as a percentage of the overall Federal budget, BIA funding has
declined from 1995 to 2011 by 35%! Basically, funding for other Federal programs has
risen substantially in that period, but the BIA programs have not received a proportionate
increase!

Conclusion. Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony before this
Subcommitiee. Your work is of great importance to America’s Native peoples and it is
greatly appreciated.
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Mr. CoLE. Well, first of all, thank you for your service and not
only to our country but to your tribe as well and the many things
you have done. Your testimony will be entered.

This committee has a really strong bipartisan tradition of trying
to work on these things, and in a tough budget time it actually has.
We actually exceeded the President’s request for 2011. We have
met it in previous years, and again, that has been bipartisan. We
recognize the problems you are talking about are very real, and
certainly Chairman Simpson has made a real effort in a period of
budget cuts to make sure that on Native American programs we
have been able to avoid those and actually add a little bit to what
was done in 2010.

So I cannot predict what is going to happen going forward. We
live in an era of trillion and a half dollar deficits, and that is not
sustainable, but I can assure you this committee is going to do ev-
erything it can on a bipartisan basis to protect and build on these
really critical programs.

So, again, thank you for being here.

Mr. TORTALITA. Thank you very much, and you can see pictures
of my state cross country champions.

Mr. CoLE. I was going to say I am pretty impressed with the
state champs.

Mr. TORTALITA. The after-school van. If they did not have the
transportation service to the schools, we would have never gotten
the state championship. It is really a good program that, again,
this is the Johnson-O’Malley Program.

Mr. CoLE. It is awfully impressive.

Mr. TORTALITA. Thank you very much.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you. Thank you for your testimony.

And if we could, we will move on to Mr. Dasheno.

TuESDAY, MAY 3, 2011.

SANTA CLARA PUEBLO

WITNESS
WALTER DASHENO

Mr. DASHENO. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, and
Congressman Cole, and members of the subcommittee, my name is
Walter Dasheno. I am the governor of the Pueblo Santa Clara, and
thank you for this opportunity to present to you on the fiscal year
2012 budget.

Santa Clara Pueblo is a federally recognized Indian tribe located
25 miles north of Santa Fe, New Mexico. We are only one of two
tribes in New Mexico that have ventured into self-governance com-
pacts with the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Santa Clara Pueblo’s expe-
rience as a self-governance tribe mirrors that of many other self-
governance tribes.

Overall, the program has been a great success. Self-governance
works because it promotes self-sufficiency and accountability,
strengthens tribal planning and management capacities, invests in
our local resources to strengthen reservation economies, allows for
flexibility and a firm sovereignty.
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Santa Clara is happy to see that the President’s budget proposes
continued investment in the self-governance program with a mod-
est increase in the THS budget of 263,000 for administrative costs
and a larger increase in the self-governance line in the BIA budget
of 7.32 million for a total of 155.84 million from the fiscal year
20102011 continuing resolution level. And this is an increase of
approximately 5 percent.

Overall, the Federal Government obligates over 425 million to
some 225 federally-recognized tribes through the self-governance
compacts. Notwithstanding this increases in the self-governance
program, in reality overall funding for self-governance tribes does
not keep pace with non-self-governance tribes. It has been the ex-
perience of self-governance tribes that when others have received
funded increases, self-governance tribes do not or did not receive
their relatively fair share. I would urge this committee to examine
closely this issue. Santa Clara budget matters illustrate some of
the national concerns that we have.

Santa Clara publicly submitted grant applications to various fea-
sibility studies for a range of energy projects. Both the Department
of Energy, Office of Tribal Affairs, and the BIA Office of Indian En-
ergy and Economic Development have been very helpful, and their
programs should receive more funding.

Santa Clara desperately needs a new and expanded health clinic.
Santa Clara does not believe that the in-house service has the
funding to pay the cost for constructing a new facility, and so it
plans to finance its own facility if necessary. Still, Congress should
support funding for more hospital construction and also continue to
support and provide favorable grants and loans and loan guaran-
tees for tribes that seek to construct their own facilities.

Invested in irrigation infrastructure, Rio Grande Pueblos Irriga-
tion Infrastructure Improvement Act funding. This act authorizes
the funding of projects to correct deficiencies identified by a Secre-
tarial study. The implementation of this act will favorably affect
public traditional lifestyle and culture which for hundreds of years
has been based on the culture, agriculture, and irrigated lands. So
far almost no money has been spent implementing this act.

In late 2009, Santa Clara Pueblo completed construction of a
10,800 square foot regional adult daycare center that will be able
to serve a growing population of tribal seniors. Although the center
has been completed, the adult daycare program has not yet been
implemented due to severe funding restraints. Congress needs to
expand funding for programs that serve Indian elders.

The Santa Clara Pueblo wastewater systems are also in an ad-
vanced state of decay and threaten community health and the
water quality of the Rio Grande. The system was largely con-
structed in the 1960s and ’70s and has out-served its actual use
life. The need to upgrade wastewater and water facilities is com-
mon throughout Indian Country.

Santa Clara urges funding through the Army Corps of Engineers
from the Espanola Valley Watershed Study to address ecosystem
restoration and critical health and human safety concerns, specifi-
cally flooding along the Espanola River Valley.

Finally, Santa Clara urges increased funding for the BIA Real
Estate Services, which support cadastral surveys, lease compli-
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ances, and energy and mineral development issues. Current fund-
ing only meets about one-quarter of the need, holding up critical
tribal projects. I must add, by the way, that the Southwest Region
is1 blle;ssed with the outstanding BIA Real Estate officer in Johnna
Black.

Finally, although not immediately affected, Santa Clara does
support passage of the statuary fix which the subcommittee worked
so hard on last year.

In conclusion, as you work on the budget, please feel free to
reach out to our DC Council, Greg Smith, who is well versed in all
of these matters. Thank you for this opportunity to present the
budget perspective of Santa Clara Pueblo. And I am on time.

[The statement of Walter Dasheno follows:]
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Walter Dasheno, Governor
Santa Clara Pueblo

Testimony before the
House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee
Tuesday, May 3, 2011

Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran and members of the
Subcommittee, my name is Walter Dasheno. I am the Governor of the Pueblo
of Santa Clara. Thank you for this opportunity to present to you on the FY 2012
Budget. The Santa Clara Pueblo is a federally recognized Indian tribe, located
about 25 miles north of Santa Fe, New Mexico. We are one of only two tribes in
New Mexico that have entered into self-governance compacts with the Bureau of
Indian Affairs. T will focus the majority of my testimony on the funding of the
Self-Governance tribes, but will also use other budget concerns of Santa Clara to
highlight other funding needs in Indian country.

Self Governance Program. Santa Clara’s experience as a self-governance tribe
mirrors that of many other self-governance tribes — overall, the program has been
a great success. Self-governance works because it promotes self-sufficiency and
accountability; strengthens Tribal planning and management capacities; invests in
our local resources to strengthen reservation economies; allows for flexibility; and
affirms sovereignty. Approximately 50-60% of all Federally recognized Tribes
are Self-Governance Tribes, and the interest shown by other Tribes is continuing
to grow.

Proposed Self-Governance Funding in the President’s FY 2012 BIA and IHS
Budgets. The President has proposed increases in FY 2012 for the funding that supports
the Self-Governance program. In the ITHS budget, the President has proposed an increase
of $263,000 to $6,329,000 from the FY 2010/2011 CR levels. This is an increase of
4.3%. For the Self-Governance line in the BIA budget, the President has proposed an
increase of $7.322 million for a total of $155.084 million from the FY 2010/2011 CR
level. This is an increase of approximately 5%. Santa Clara is happy to see this
continued investment in the Self-Governance program, which returns far more in value to
Indian country and America than is spent on it.

Notwithstanding the increases in the Self Governance program line item, overall
funding for Self Governance Tribes does not keep pace with nen-Self-Governance
Tribes. While the self-governance regulations require that Self-Governance Tribes share
equally in Congressional appropriation increases, in his testimony before this Committee
on November 18, 2010 regarding the proposed Self-Governance amendments (H.R. 4347,
111t Congress), Ron Allen, Chairman of the Board of the Self-Governance
Communication and Education Tribal Consortium (SGCETC) noted that it has been the
experience of the Self-Governance Tribes that when Indian Affairs has received funding
increases, oftentimes Self-Governance Tribes did not consistently receive their relative
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fair share. Many Tribes have compact language stating that the Tribe “shall be eligible
for increases and new programs on the same basis as other tribes”. If Self-Governance
Tribes have not been eligible on the same basis as 638 tribes, this is in non-compliance
with these Agreements. Further, it is difficult--if not impossible--for a Tribe to determine
if it has been treated equitably when the Department has not been transparent on what
“basis” funds have been allocated. Santa Clara would ask this Subcommittee to inquire
of the BIA regarding how it is allocating funds and to explain which increases have not
been shared equally with Self-governance tribes (one example of this is in law
enforcement).

Santa Clara Budget Matters Illustrative of National Concerns. The following budget
issues are specific to Santa Clara Pueblo, but are representative of budget issues that are faced
by many other tribes.

Investing in Indian Country Energy Development - Energy and Transmission
Development at Santa Clara. Santa Clara has been approached by a number of companies
with regard to proposed transmission and energy development projects. Santa Clara is now
submitting grant applications to fund various feasibility studies for these projects, which
include possible expansion of an existing transmission corridor, as well as such energy
generation projects as geothermal, waste to energy, solar and biomass. Santa Clara has
recently met with both the Department of Energy Office of Tribal Affairs and the BIA Office
of Indian Energy and Economic Development. Santa Clara found both offices to be very
helpful and encourages increased funding for these programs.

Investing in Health Facilities - Planning for a new Santa Clara Health Clinic. Santa Clara
desperately needs a new and expanded health clinic. The health care crisis that afflicts many
Native populations throughout the United States is particularly severe in New Mexico. Of 20
indicators of health disparities among racial and ethnic groups in the state, American Indians in
New Mexico have the highest (worst) disparities in many areas, including rates of death two or
more times higher than other groups related to alcohol, diabetes, late or no prenatal care, motor
vehicles, youth obesity, and youth suicide. Ironically, overall funding for the Albuguerque Area is
1/3 less than the national IHS average. Severe overcrowding is further compromising care at the
Santa Clara Health Center. Santa Clara does not believe that the Indian Health Service has the
funding to pay the cost for constructing a new facility and so it plans to finance its own facility if
necessary. However, Santa Clara needs development funding for planning and design. Congress
should support funding for more hospital construction and also continue to support and provide
favorable grants and loan and loan guarantees for tribes that seek to construct their own facilities.

Investing in Irrigation Infrastructure - Rio Grande Pueblos Irrigation
Infrastructure Improvement Act Funding. Congress enacted the Pueblo Irrigation
Infrastructure Act as Section 9106 of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of
2009, Pub. L. 111-11. That Act directs the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study of
the irrigation infrastructure of the Rio Grande Pueblos. It also authorized the funding of
projects to correct deficiencies identified by that study. Notably, the Bureau of
Reclamation and Bureau of Indian Affairs already compiled a Year 2000 Report entitled,
“Pueblo Irrigation Facilities Rehabilitation Report” on the desperate deterioration of the
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ancient systems of the Rio Grande Pueblos. Santa Clara Pueblo’s Irrigation System
consists of 14 miles of earthen and concrete-lined canals that have continued to be in
operation since the early 1300°s. The implementation of this Act will favorably affect
Pueblo traditional lifestyle and culture, which for hundreds of years has been based on
agriculture and irrigated lands. Santa Clara is currently looking at the redesign of the first
four (4) miles of our main canal that supplies irrigation water to the majority of our farm
lands. The design is complete; however, we lack the resources to complete the project in
its entirety until Congress funds this Act.

Investing in Elder Care - Completion of the Santa Clara Pueblo Adult Day Care Center.
There is a rapidly growing elder Indian population. In late 2009, the Santa Clara Pueblo
completed construction of a 10,800 sq. foot regional adult day care center that will be able to
serve a growing population of tribal seniors from the Eight Northern Pueblos, as well as local
residents who may be afflicted with anything from dementia, Alzheimer’s, mental illnesses or
other frailties. For Pueblo residents and local community members, the center holds out the
promise that they will not have to leave the reservation (or local community) for treatment,
experiencing separation from their families and friends and sometimes culturally inappropriate
care. To get the program operational, the Santa Clara Pueblo would need the following multi-
year funding (all inclusive of salaries, utilities, furnishings, supplies, training, travel, etc.): Year
One: $305,033; Year Two: $331,158; Year Three: $360,750.

Investing in Wastewater and Water Infrastructure Improvements - The Pueblo of Santa
Clara Wastewater Systems are in an Advanced State of Decay and threaten community
health and the water quality of the Rio Grande. The majority of the Santa Clara Pueblo is
served by a wastewater collection system comprised of old 4" terra-cotta sewer pipes, which
convey wastewater to a series of lagoons located south of the Main and South Villages, north
of the Rio Grande. This system was largely constructed in the 1960s and 1970s. Additionally,
some residents are only served by aging septic systems. Notably, the lagoon “treatment
system™ has been a long-time source of problems. Liners are frequently damaged and are
costly to replace. Sampling and analysis of ground water from monitoring wells has revealed
contamination due to leaching of wastewater through the lagoons. Groundwater impacts in this
area will likely also impact the surface water quality of the Rio Grande. Secondary and
advanced treatment of wastewater via a modemn wastewater treatment facility is needed for the
health of both the Pueblo and the surrounding environment. The Pueblo is seeking resources
for the design and subsequent construction of the Wastewater Collection System and
Treatment Facility Improvements. These improvements would incorporate removal and
replacement of existing vitrified clay sewer pipe with PVC pipe, removal and replacement of
existing manholes, installation of new collection sewer lines, manholes, lift stations and force
mains, and installation of a new state-of-the-art wastewater treatment facility. The collection
system improvements can be divided into two phases: Phase I for the Main, East, West and
Guachupangue Areas and Phase II for system extensions and interconnection of the South
Areas. With regard to water systems, the Pueblo is in Phase II of a three-phase project to
replace our antiquated water systems. The Pueblo has received over $2.2 million from the
State of New Mexico and has contributed tribal matching funds. The Pueblo is seeking Federal
resources for this project, and is approaching the USDA Rural Development program,
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Espanola Valley Watershed Feasibility Study Funding and WRDA Cost-Share Waiver.
The purpose of the Espanola Valley Feasibility Study is to address ecosystem restoration and
critical health and human safety concerns specifically flood protection and flood reduction
measures along all of Espanola River Valley from southern border of San Ildefonso Pueblo to
northern border of Ohkay Owingeh including Santa Cruz River up to Santa Clara Boundary
and Santa Clara Creek up to irrigation inlet (7 miles Santa Clara Creek). The project includes
Santa Clara, Ohkay Owingeh, & San Ildefonso Pueblo. The partnership for this study is unique
as it is the first time in the history of the United States that three Tribal Governments have
joined together. The sponsors are not only working to accomplish their own shared health and
human safety concerns (flood protection/flood reduction) and environmental restoration goals,
but are addressing the health and safety and environmental restoration for all communities in
the project area. To date the Pueblo sponsors and US Army Corps of Engineers have
completed work on an existing conditions report that includes: Comprehensive hydrologic,
hydraulic, and geomorphic modeling, detailed mapping of the project area, analysis existing
conditions for: flood hazards, soils, geology, channel stability/instability, sediment
generation/deposition, infrastructure/property, habitat, wetlands, land use, and environmental
studies to characterize the project area and develop the baseline data for any potential
ecosystem restoration . The estimate project cost of the Espanola Valley GI Feasibility Study is
approximately $4.3 million with 50 percent federal and 50 percent non-federal. To date the
Pueblos have meet their cost share obligations with in-kind and cash contributions. The
Project has been well received by the US Army Corps of Engineers and US Congressional
Delegation and has been identified as a priority project for funding.

BIA Real Estate Services. It has become evident to Santa Clara that the Real Estate Services
of the BIA are inadequately funded. These services address cadastral surveys, lease
compliance and energy and mineral development issues. For Santa Clara, which is engaged in
a boundary dispute and is working on important easement issues, the cadastral survey issue is
particularly important. The funding available is probably one quarter of what is needed.
Interior has insufficient funds to meet the need for administrative and technical functions that
support pending projects associated with critical transactions for many Tribes. In the
Southwest Region, there are something like 138 pending requests from 24 Tribe & 1 Chapter.

Passing the Carcieri “Fix.” The problems caused by the Supreme Court’s decision in
Carcieri v. Salazar do not directly affect Santa Clara, which was clearly “under Federal
jurisdiction” in 1934 for the purposes of that decision. However, it is still important that this
holding be overturned by Congressional legislation. The President has included Carcieri “fix”
language in his FY 2012 budget, and this Committee strongly supported “fix” language in the
last Congress, including it within the FY 2011 appropriations bill. Passing this legislation will
prevent numerous jurisdictional and other uncertainties that would hamper many of our fellow
tribes.

Conclusion. Thank you for this opportunity to present the Budget perspective of
the Santa Clara Pueblo. Please do not hesitate to contact me if the Subcommittee
should require any further information.



287

Mr. CoLE. It was like to the second. Did you practice?

Mr. DASHENO. No, I did not, but certainly, Mr. Chairman, and
Mr. Cole, I support what Governor, former Governor Tortalita has
said. We need to put our hand out to the veterans. That is an orga-
nization that is widely needed and also to the elderly. We met with
some people yesterday, but there is very little involvement of sup-
port from the national programs that support Indian issues for the
Native elderly, and we have some recommendations that we will
come back with.

So with that, congratulations. Thank you very much, and the
United States has to be something to be proud of in the passing
of what has happened over the weekend. So thank you.

Mr. CoLE. I think all of us, regardless of our points of view, take
a great deal of pride in what our military did, and again, thank you
for your service. Thank you for mentioning veterans.

I see Mr. Calvert is here. I do not know if you have any questions
of either of our guests.

b Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for being a little late
ut

Mr. CoLE. I am just happy to have the company.

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you very much.

If we could, we will move onto Faye BlueEyes. Welcome.

Ms. BLUEEYES. Thank you.

Mr. CoLE. We will go ahead and hear your testimony and then
have questions.

TuESDAY, MAY 3, 2011.

DZILTH-NA-O-DITH-HLE COMMUNITY SCHOOL

WITNESS
FAYE BLUEEYES

Ms. BLUEEYES. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee,
my name is Faye BlueEyes, and I am the program director for
Dzilth-Na-O-Dith-Hle School, which is a school on the Navajo Res-
ervation in Bloomfield, New Mexico.

Our school has been in continuous service since 1968, and oper-
ates a K-8 educational program and a dorm program for students
1 through 12. Two hundred students are enrolled in our school, and
51 students are in the dorm. Our mission is to make a difference
in the educational progress of our students, and we believe that all
of our students are capable of achieving academic success.

But we struggle with chronic under-funding of virtually each and
every one of our educational and related programs. Though we op-
erate with authorization from the Navajo Nation, we are a separate
tribal organization, carrying out the federal trust responsibilities to
educate Native American children under the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act.

Our buildings are more than 40 years old with serious defi-
ciencies in our aging electrical, heating, and plumbing systems. We
have to continually cope with major problems such as leaking
sewer lines and in November, ’09, we discovered a major leak in



288

an underground gas line which threatened to cause an explosion at
our school.

Recently, the electrical panel in our gym caught fire and had to
be disconnect